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Preface

This book is written in the social context of the United States in
the 1980s. In the early years of this decade, we face strong economic
recession with unemployment and interest rates hitting record high
levels. We also see a rise of political conservatism which places higher

value on 'world order' than on domestic welfare.

These economic and political changes in the early 1980s have
important implications for the status of Hispanic education. Tuition
rates have been on the rise, and financial aids to needy students have
been cut. Attempts have been made to eliminate or restructure bilingual
programs, and 'soft' ethnic courses have been de-emphasized in favor of
math and science education. .There is a call to upgrade teacher's
technical qualifications instead of recruiting minority and bilingual
teachers, and we are witnessing 2 gradual re-emergence of the old
cultural deprivation thesis which blames the inadequate effort of

children for bad academic performance.

This book is an attempt to address some of the above issues by

examining the rich information on Hispanic students, pareats, teachers,

and schools contained in the national High School and Beyond data set.




This book has its origin in a series of technical reports written

for the National Center for Bilingual Research. A3 such, each chapter
can be read in its own right, permitting the reader to select specific
topics of interest. However, we have also included an introduction,
which pulls all the isrues together into a coherent framework, and a

conclusion which spells out the contribution of our work.

The book is prepared for the following three audiences. First, it
is fir Hispanics because this book is about their educational processes.
Second, it is for policy makers: It is hoped that our analyses will be
Usefu! for them in making informed decisions. Third, it is for
scademicians because this book is a scientific si.dy of certain aspects
of the American society. Cbviously, these three groups will have
different readings of this book. The Hispanics and the policy-makers may
find the statistical analyses too detailed and too technical while the
academicians may find them too simplistic. in addition, policy-makers
may find discussions too theoretical, without full treatment of the
implications of the analyses; while the academicians may find greater
focus on policy issues, without exploring the theoretical advarces

implied by the findings.

| have tried hard to solve the perennial problem of understanding

the world and making informed recommendations to change it. | have also

tried to formulate simple statements out of complicated issues. Vhile |




may not have succeeded, it is hoped that this book moves in the the

direction of appealing to Hispanics, policy makers, and academicians.

in closing, | want to express my gratitude to a number of friends
and colleagues who helped to bring this book to its present form. | owe
much to Dr. Kenyon Chan, who introduced me to the High School and Beyond
data set and who coauthored Chapters 7 and 8. | am also grateful to Dr.
Victor Rodriguez for his bright ideas which developec into several
chapters of this bouk. | want to thank Dr. Amado Padilla, the Director
of the National Center for Bilingual Research, for providing
encouragement and give me a free hand to develop my ideas first intc
technical reports and then into this book. | also want to thank my two
colleagues on the national data set project, Dr. Marsha Hirs.o-Nakanishi
and Dr. Desdemona Cardosa, for opening my eyes to the importance of
handling methodological issues and for teaching me how to use the Lisrel
program. Dr. Arturo Romero shared his expertise on Hispanic parents,
which helped me to formulate the ideas for the parent chapter. Dr.
Robert Berdan and Maryellen Garcia provide a warmful environment while |
was working at NCBR. Linda Carpenter served as more than an able editor
in clarifying some of the ideas expressed here, she is one of the
sharpest critics | have ever met. Angel Sanchez, Tony Hernandez, and
Kim-Bor Yip had helped me on several occasions by carrying out library
bibliographical work and running statistical programs. The support staff

st the Nationai Center for Bilingual Research, the two Lydias and the two




Sotos, professicnally typed the tables of this book on short notice. It
is to all these people that | offer my sincere thanks. As usual, | am
not always ab'e to follow the good advice and criticism of my colleages
and friends. Consequently, it must be stressed that | m solely

responsible for any mistakes in this book.

Firally, | want to dedicate this book to my wife, Judy Chan. She
has been very considerate in letting me wake up very early in the morning

and come home late at nignt in order to finish the technical reports and

this book on time.
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Chapter 1. Introduction

This book is not intended to provide a comprehensive review of
litersiure on Hispanic education. Instead, it focuses on certain
critical issues relating to the conditions of education for Hispanics.
in particular, chapters that follow address such (issi'es as
consequence on college-going behavior of cut backs in financia: aic
programs; the impact of language of instruction . educational
achievement; the relative influence of socioeconomic ste*us nd languag.
background on educational achievement; the characteristics ‘ the barr o
schools and the quality of educational services delivered *~ Visprnic
children; the phenomenon of teacher biase towards Hispanic stu. ~.s; the
thesis that Hispanic children must be totally assimilated into tte
American society in order to do well in school; and the claim that

Hispanic parents are uninterested in their children's education.

At first glance, it seems that these issues are highly independent
of one another. However, the following brief historical review of how
these issues arose, developed, and caught our attention will show thrat
they are, to certain extent, linked together and shaped by the

socio-political climates in the past two decades.

Historical Review

-1 -
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The mid-1960s seems to be a watershed in distinguishing two periods
in Hispanic education. Before that time, Hispanic education literature
was dominated by the cultural deprivation perspective. There were, of
course, many varieties of this perspactive, with the most extreme
arguing for biological inferiority and cultural backwardness of Hispanic
children. However, al! proponents of the cultural deprivation
perspective shared the belief that Hispanic children perform poorly in
schoo! bacause of deficiencies in Hispanic homes and Hispanic culture.
Hispanic culture was sa'd to be fatalistic, passive, and retreatist,
lacking the necessary achievement motivation element to encourage success
in school. Hispanic parents were said to be apathetic to their
children's education because they themselves seldom finished higher
education and they did not foresee any possibility that advanced

education could help their children in the future.

For the cultural deprivationist, the solution to the low
educational achievement of Hispanic children was to strip them of their
cultural baggage and instill Anglo language, values. and styles of life
in its place. Thus it was no historical coincidence that, b-.fore the
1960s, Hispanic children were not allowed to speak Spanish in school.
There w-s also a total absence of courses that were culturally sensitive
tr their Hispanic heritage. Instead, Hispanic children were tcld to

conform to the prevailing Anglo norms at school, such as talking like an

- 12 -
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Anglo student, dressing like an Anglo student, cutting his/her hair like

an Anglo student, etc.

From the mid-1960s onwards, however, the cultural deprivation
perspective has been challenged by the structural perspective. Triggered
and reinforced By the Anti-War campaign, the structural perspective was
the historical product .of the Chicano movement. Thus the 1960s saw an
uprising of Hispanic children and parents in the Southwest, protesting

the unfair treztment of Hispanic children in school.

The main thrust of the structural perspective was to place
responsibility for locate the educational failure of Hispanic children at
the educational institutional level ’'nstead of at the level of Hispanic
homes and Hispanic culture. It's thesis was that Hispanic children
failed in school, not because of cultural or social deficiencies, but
becsuse the schools they were attending were systematically failing them.
High density Hispanic schools were said to offer inferior educational
services to Hispanic children compared to services offered by high
density Anglo schools to Anglo students. Further, Anglo teachers were
reported to he racially ?iased toward Hispanic students, treating Anglo

students much more favorably than they treated Hispanic students.

This s*ructural perspective had important policy implications. It

laid the foundation for many institutional reforms in the late 1360s and

-13 -
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the early 1970s, sich as massive recruitment of Hispanic bilingual
teachers, improved finance of the barrio schools, and
institutionalization of a curriculum that is culturally relevant to the

needs of Hispanic students.

The focus of this reformation of Hispanic education, however, seems
to have been mainly in the sphere of bilingual education. Many
perceptive educational planners believed that bilingual education was the
key to academic success because it facilitated smooth transition from a
Spanish-spesking home to an all-English instruction classroom, bringing
out the strengths of Hispanic language and culture in educational
achievement. It was in this sphere that Hispanic educational reformation
made most headway; and in the late 1960s and the early 1970s saw 3
mushrooming of bil!ingual educational programs in high density Hispanic

schools.

The development of Hispanic education took another turn in the
early 1980s with the rise of political conservatism and economic
recessicn. Given the changing political and economic climates,
institutiona! changes proposed by the structuralists, which had formerly
been accepted or at least toierated by educational planners and

researchers, are now increasing under attack.

To dace, criticism has been aimed mainly at the bilingual programs.




It is argued that bilingual educition is an expensive program that never
works to the advantage of Hispanic children. Such an argument is
supported by research findings that Hispanic students who had
participated in bilingual programs did no better in educational
achievement than other non-participant Hispanic students from similiar

social backgrounds.

Since bilingual programs are based upon the premise that the
language minority status of Hispanic students hinders their educational
achievement, the attack on bilingual programs naturally leads to the
questioning of the validity of these premises. It is recently argued
that Hispanic children did poorly in echoo! because they are poor, not
because of their language minority status. Following this logic of
argument, some researchers suggest that it is more useful to improve the
socioeconomic status of Hispanic children than to spend money on the

expensive bilingual program that never works.

Another issue that is relevant to Hispanic education in the 1980s
is the emergence of the self-help perspective. This perspective argues
that in the past, students and parents have relied too much on the
government to finance their college expenses. Consequently, the
self-help perspective suggests 3t ifting the responsibility of financing
college education from the government to the par: nts and students. Under

this banner of self-help, a drastic cut backs in financial aid programs,

- 15 -
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with students and parents required to provide 40% of the award, have been

proposed.

The Plan of the Book

The aim of this book is to examine the above critical issues raised
in the Hispanic education literature over the past two decades. In order
to carry out rescarch on thsse issues, it is imperature to have a data
set which includes rich information on Hispanic education. As we shall
describe in Chapter 2, the natioral High School and Beyond data set is

;ppropriate for our purposes.

The second section of this book presents two chapters that bear on
the cultural deprivation perspective. Focusing on high-achieving
Hispanic language minority students from low socioeocnom.c backgrounds,
Chapter 3 questions whether it is necessary to strip Hispanic
disadvantaged students of their language and cultural identity in order
to promote academic achievement. Studying Hispanic parents, Chapter 4
examines the assertion that Hispanic parents have such a low educational
aspiration level for their children that they are uninterested in and do

rot encourage their children's education.
The third section of this book presents two chapters that address

issues relating to the structural perspective. Chapter 5 studies the

- 16 -
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characteristics of high density ethnic minority schools and examines
whether they have delivered a pcorer quality of educational services to
their students than services delivered by the high density Anglo schools.
Focusing on the teachers, Chapter 6 not only examines the assertion that
Anglo teachers are biased toward Hispanic students, but also asks whether
Hispanic teachers similarly treat Anglo students more favorably than

Hispanic students.

The fourth section of this book examines three controversial issues
that emerged in the early 1980s. Chapter 7 examines the impact of
ianguage of instruction on educational achievement. Chapter 8 studies
whether language minority background or low socioeconomic status i3 more
important in explaining Hispanic educational attainment. Chapter 9
examines the heated issue of the consequence on the college-going

behavior of Hispanic students of cut backs in financial aid programs.
Needless to say, these issues are all controversial and have

important policy implications. We provide a summary of the findings and

a discussion of their policy implications in the conclusion of this book.

-17 -
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Chapter 2: The High School and Beyond Data Set

Funded by the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) and
conducied by the National Opinion Research Center (NORC), the High Scnool
and Beyond (HS§B) data set was the first wave of a national longitudinal
study of the cohorts of high school students in the United States in
1980. The HS&B projec; design included a highly stratified national
probability sample of over 11,000 high school with 36 seniors and 36
sophomores per school. In those schools with fewer than 36 seniors or
sophomores, all eligible students were included in the sample.
Cooperation from both schools and students was excellent. The overall
response rate for schools was 91% and for students, 84z. Over 30,000
sophomores and 28,000 seniors enrolled in 1,015 public and private high
schools across the nation participated in this study. The HSEB sample
represents the nation's 10th and 12 grade populations, totaling about 3.8
million sophomores and 3 million seniors in more than 21,000 schools in

spring, 1980 (Peng et al., 1981, p. ix; NORC, 1980a).

As a large-scale, longitudinal survey, the primary purpose of the
HSE8 project is to observe the educational and occupational plans and

activities of young people as they pass through the American educational

system and assume their adult roles (Peng et al., 1981, p. ix). Because




of its excellent sample and questionnaire desigr, however, the HSEB
project actually hac collected much more data than required for its
original purpose. E. B. Page (1981, pp. 22-23), a noted educational
researcher, describes it as a '"priceless national resource. . . . It is
an extraordinarily far-sighted project, the richest resource for research
and policy analysis we have had." Subsequently, many well-known
researchers such as James Coleman (1981) have utilized the HS§B dats set
to generate publications that have important policy implications

Recently, many educational journals have devoted their entire issue to a
policy report based on this data set (see, for example, Harvard

Educational Review, 1581; Sociology of Education, 1982).

Despite its rich data, however, the HS8B data set still has not
caught the full attention of researchers in Hispanic education. Except
for the pioneer study by Nielsen and Fernsndez (1981) on the achievement
of Hispanic students, little work has been done from the perspective of

Hispanic education utilizing this resource.

Because of the lack of familiarity of Hispanic education
researchers with the HS§B data set, we shall first describe the nature of
various data files contained in the HSeH data set. Then we shall point
out the reason why this data set is particularly useful to Hispanic
education researchers, noting for the reader the constraint imposed by

this data set in carrying out Hispanic education research.

-19 -
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The Data Files and the Variables

In order to collect data from as many different types of resources
as possible, the HSEB project distributed several sets of questionnaires
to students, their parents, their teachers and the school administrators.
The data collected were then stored in different computer files, as
prezented in Table 2.1. We shall briefly describe each of these files in

the following sections.

The studant file. The most important file in the HSEB data set,

the student file contains responses from each student in the sample to a
fairly extensive questionrnaire on high school experiences, post-high
school aspirations, and various achievement tests. Consequently, this
file contains responses from all the 58,000 students in the HSEB sample
and includes as many as 638 variables. A summary listing of the

variables in this file is ¢s foilows:

o High School Experience Variables (curriculum plazement, courses
taken, grades and homework, vocational training, students'
opinion of the school)

o Activities Outside of School Variables (working for pay,
organized group activities, other leisure activities)

o Values and Attitudes Variables (1ife goals, factors in
educational and occupational choices, national services)

o Plans of High School Seniors Variables (short-range plans,
long-range plans)

- 20 -




o College Plans Variables (uriteria for choosing a co’lege,
financial aid, expected field of study)

o Achievement Tests Variables (vocabulary, reading, mathematics,

picture-pumber, mosaic comparison, visualization in three
dimensions)

The lanquage file. |f a student reported some non-Engl ish language

experience either during childhood or at the time of the survey, the
student was requested to complete an additional set of questionnaires on
langusge experience. About 11,000 out of a total of 58,000 students
snswered the language questionnaire; th..r responses were included in the
language file. A summary listing cf the 42 variables in this file is as

follows:

o Language Status as a Child
o Present Home Language Variables

o Self-Assessed English and Other Language Proficiency
(understanding, spoken, reading, writing)

o Present Language Usage (at home, at school, at work, at store)

o Experience with Bilingual Medium of Instruction in Grades 1-6,
7-9, 10-12

o Courses Taken (in English as a Second Language,
reading/writing, math/science courses taught in other language,
ancestry history)

Since this file will be of most interest to researchers who focus

' on language issues, a brief description of the sample characteristics of

-21-
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this file is presented in Table 2.2. This language file contains
responses from 5,120 Hispanics, 3,763 Whites, 663 Asians, 203 American
Indians, and 162 Blacks; about 1,100 students in this file did not answer
the question on either ethnicity or mother tongue. Of all the ethnic
groups in this language file, the highest percentage (67%) of nonEnglish
mother tongue students were Asians, followed closely by Hispanics (622),
by American Indians (39%), and by Whites (20%); Blacks turned out to be

lowest percentage (only 3%) of non-English mother tongue students.

The school file. The administrator in each selected school in the

HSEB sample was requested to complete a questionnaire about the school;
the responses are included in this school file. This file provides
informat ion about the social context in which the students receive their
high school education. In all, 988 school administrators responded to
questions containing some 237 variables. A summary list of the variables
is as follows:

o School Facilities Variables (1ibrary volumes, indoor loungz,
departmental office, student cafeteria)

o Schoo! Educational Characteristics (highest/low.st grade
offered, total enrollment, length of school year, average daily
attendance, number of graduates)

o School Ethnic Composition Variables (parcentage of American
Indian, Asian, Hispanic, Black, White students and faculty)

o School Social Environment Variables {student absenteeism,
truancy, parents’' lack of interest, teacher absenteeism,
robbery, drugs, rape, vandalism)

o School Financia! Situation Variables (per-student expenditure,
percentage of funds from tuition, from fund-reising, from

- 22 -
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religious subsidy, annual tuition, legal ownership)

o Teacher Characteristics (percentage female, percentage MA or
Ph.D. degree, average pay, salary steps, teaching experience)

o Language Courses Taught (Soanish, German, French, Black Studies

cultural courses, bilinguai program, ESL courses, taught in
mother tongue)

The teachers' comments file. Teachers in each selected school in

the HSEB sample were asked to make comments on students identified in the
sample. About 14,000 teachers from 611 schools responded on about 17,000
students. Since a teacher could make comments on one or more students,
there were a total of about 143,000 teacher observations in this file. A

partial list of the 30 variables in this file is as follows:

o Classes Taught by Teacher (English, art, history, etc.)
o Social Background of the Teacher (sex, ethnicity)

o Teacher's Knowledge of the Student (had student in class,
know teacher, know parent)

o Evaluation of Student's Pertormance (student working up to
potential, will probably go to college, seems to dislike
school)

o Comments on Student's Social Traits (seems popular with
others, emotional handicaps, self-discipline to hold a job)

The parent file. About 7,000 parents of the students in the HS&B

sample were selected to complete another set of questionnaires containing

their views on high school education. A list of the 307 variables is as




Parent's Social Background Variables (sex, ethnicity,
education, occupation, industry, language status, social
mobility)

o Parent's Communication with Students (talk to students in
grades 6-7, 8-9, 10-11, 12)

o Parent's Expectation of Student's Educational and Occupational
Achievements

o Parent's Ability to Finance College Education

o Parent's Actual Involvement in College Planning (talk.ng to
counselors, reading pamphlets, talking to other parents?

Finally, there are the test file, the friend file and the twin file

which include a battery of cognitive tests, friendship linkages and
information on twins, respectively. Since these three files may be of
less interest to Hispanic education researchers, we shall not review them
here. Interested readers can consult the codebooks or news releases for

further details (NCES, 1982a, 1982c; NORC, 1987s, 1980b, 1980c).

The Relevance of the H35B Data Set to Hispanic Education Research

The HSEB data set is particularly useful to Hispanic education
researchers who are interested In studying bilingualism and bilingual
education because of its excellent language fiie. According to Nielson

and Fernandez (1981, p. 3), the language fie contains & language
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guestionnaire that is even superior in quality to that in the 1976 Survey

of Income and Education national data set.

First, the language file distinguishes childhood language status
from the present language status, thus permitting researchers to study
the rate of language shift in the present generation of high school
students. Secondly, the language file distinguishes language usage at
home from usage outside the home, and distinguishes orai proficiency
(spesking, listening) from literacy (reading, writing). These finer
distinctions enable researchers to study in more detail the actual
patterns of language shift in these four important language domains.
Third, the language file includes information on experience with a
bilingual medium of instruction and on types of language courses taken in
schools. This kind of language information allows researchers to
classify types of bilingual education programs and to investigate their

differential impact on language maintenance or loss.

in addition, when the language file is merged with other files in
the HSEB data set, the newly merged file provides important data that can
open up new frontiers in Hispanic education research. For instance, the
merged languaée-student file will allow researchers to study the social
background of Hispanic and language minority students, their experience

in the U.S. high school, and their educational achievement in comparison

with non-language-minority youth.




Another example i3 the merged language-school file, which will

enable researchers to study language minority youth from a holistic
perspective. The new language-schoo\ file will tell us, for example,
which type of schools most language minority students attend. the ethnic
comyosition of the students and the social environment in those schools,

and the kinds of language courses offered.

In sddition to the rich number of variables it contains, the HS&B
data set is also valuable to Hispanic education in that it especially
over-samplied Hispanics. Rarely has a national survey on high school
education paid sufficient attention to the issues facing the Hispanic
population. Thus, the HSsB data set may be the first national project

thr @ims to include sdequate Hispanic respondents in its sample.

Constraints on the Sample which Limit Generalizability

in spite of the richness of the data in the HS&B, there are also
several constraints imposed by the HSGB data set on conducting bilingual
education research. First is the high drop out rate: Chan (in press)
po.nts out that the drop out rate for limited-English or non-English
speaking children is about three to four times the rate for

English-speaking students. Similiarly, Waggoner (1981, p. 41) reveals

that language minority students are less than half as likely as people




with English language backgrounds to have completed high school or to
have attended college. In addition, Nielsen and Fernandez (1981, p. 41)
suggested that among Hispanic dropout, 60% leave school before grade 10.
These studies point out the high probability that many Hispanic language
minority students drop out of school before grade 10. Consequently, by
surveying only the students in grades 10 and 12, the HSEB data set at
best includes only those students who &re talented or determined enough

to survive through school beyond the 9th grade.

Following the logic of the abo.ve argument, the second sample
constraint is the high student absenteeism in the HS&B data set. Even
though a student was enrolled in grade 10 or above, :his student might
not be included in the HSEB data set because he or she was absent on the
day the HS&B survey was conducted. Indeed, NORC (1980a, Table 1) reports
that 8,278 students, or about 123 of the originally targeted 69,662
student sample, were absent on the day the HS&B survey was conducted.
Since this represent quite a large numbar of students, it cannot be
assumed that all the absentees were sick or were sbsent for family
reasons. Most likely, many of these absentee students had lost the
motication to stay in school or to attend class regularly. While NORC
(1980a) does not report any ethnic composition or language background of
these students, it is highly conceivable that many of these absentees
were students from Hispanic language minority backgrounds who had lost

interest in school or were on the verge of dropping out of school. If
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this assumption is correct, then the HSEB data set has discarded many

absentee Hispanic language minority students from the sample.

Due to the above filtering processes of absenteeism and dropping
out, the third sample constraint which necessarily follows is that there
is the conspicusous absence of non-English speaking language minority
students in the HSEB data set. A simple fact is that if a student really
is non-English speaking, that student could not make it to grade 10 and
show up on the HS&B survey day. Ccnsequertly, when a student was asked
for his/her self-assessed English ability on the HS§B questionnaire,
almost no one in the sample replied that he/she did not understand
English. Indeed, one has to understand what is on the HSEB questionnaire
(written in English) at least well enough to circle the answer 'no
English ability at all." Consequently, only 56 out of 58,000 students
answered the questionnaire in Spanish. And of these 56 students, only 11

stowed up in the language file, a fact that continues to puzzle us.

It is hard to assess what impacts these sample constraints might
have on Hispanic education research. We can speculate that results from
snalyses of the HSEB data set might tend to overestimate language shift
towards English monolingualism, and to underestimate the educational
disadvantages facing Hispanic students because of the large number of
students who were either absent from school on the day of the survey of

who were drop outs. Because of these constraints, it is necessary to pay




special attention to the above aspects in carrying out research related
to these issues. For instance, the absence of non-English speaking
Hispanic students in the HS6B data set has led So and Chan (1982) to
construct a contextual language variable to measure the language
background of the students instead of merely relying on the response to

the question, "What language do you usually?".

In summary, it is clear that the rich information that the HS&B
data contain outweigh its sample constraints. Therefore, while
cautioning the readers sbout some of the sample constrcints of the HSeB
&ata set, we concluue that the HS§B data set will prove to be an

extremely valuable resource for researchers in Hispanic education.

After this description of the data set for our research, let us now
turn to the study relating to the cultural deprivation perspective. The
next section will provide two chapters that have bearing on this

perspective.

Chapter 3 focuses on the characteristics of the high-achieving
disadvantaged students. It addresses the social processes that
differentiate high-achieving Hispanic students from their fellow
low-achieving Hispanic students. It presents three reference group
hypotheses which emphasize the orientations toward the middle class, the

Hispanic group, and the Anglo group respectively as explanations of high
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achievement. Its relevance for the cultural deprivation perspective is
tht it raises the crucial question whether it is necessary to strip
Hispanic students of their ethnic jroup identity and assimiiating them to

the Anglo society before they can do well in school.

Chapter 4 studies the cuitural deprivation thesis from another
angle. It takes isse with the perspective's low aspiration thesis which
asserts that Hispanic parents are seldom interested in the educational
sttainment of their children. It examines the cultural fatalism
expla&atlon of such alleged low aspiration among Hispanic parents. This
chapter is relevant to the cultural deprivation perspective on the ground
that it challenges its tenet of making Hispanic parents and Hispanic
culturre as the crucial factors of inhibiting the educational achievement

of Hispanic students.

- 30 -




Table 2.1. A List cf the Data Files in the HS¢B Data Set

Number of Variables

Name of the ¥ile sumber of Cases in the File in the File
The Student File 58,000 students 628
The Language File 11,000 students with non- 42
English language experience
The School File 988 schools 237
The Teachers' Comment File 143,000 teacher observations 30
The Parent File 7,000 parents 307
ihe Test File £§3,000 students 248
The Twin File 500 twins 640
The Friend File 36,000 one-way friendship not specified

linkages




Table 2.2. Sample Characteristics of the Language File

Ethnic Groups
Mother Tongue Hispanics Whites Asians Am. indians Blacks Total

English 382 80% 34% 62% 92% 55%
Spanish 61% 2% 2% 3% 4% 32%
Other Language 12 18% 65% 36% 4% 13%
Total % 100% 100% 101% 101% 1002 100%

(N) (5,120)  (3,763) (663) (203) (162) (9,911)
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Chapter 3. The High-Achieving Disadvantaged Students:
A Study of the Social Processes
Contributing to Academic Achievement in
Low Socioeconomic Hispanic Language Minority Youths

Students from low status, ethnic and language minority backgrounds
often face numerous obstacles in their educational atiainment. Lipset and
Bendix (1960:199) point out the accumulation of disadvantages in which
“the socially underprivileged adolescent has seen less, read less, heard
sbout less, has experienced less variety in his environment in general,
and is simply aware of fewer opportunities than the socially privileged
young person.”" In this respect, Hoggart (1957, chapter 10) also describes

the non-conduciveness of the working clzss home towards educational

achievement:

"Since everything centers upon the living-room, there is

unlikely to be & room of his own; the bedrooms are cold

and inhospitable, ... There is a corner of the

living-room table. On the other side Mother is ironing,

the wireless is on, someone is singing a snatch of song

or Father says intermitently whatever comes into his

head. The boy has to cut himesif off mentally, so as to

do his homework, as well as he can."
In addition, the inner-city schools, where most low status minority
youths receive their education, programmed students for failure (Rist,
1973). Moore's (1978:28) study of Hispanic youth in Los Angeles suggests
that young school dropouts, which constitute a proportion of the Hispanic

youth population, ‘'has been thoroughly socialized in the schools to
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expect very ittle: he learns to cope with, and finally abandons all hope
of, pleasing the teacher, and hc establishes patterns of truancy,
tardiness and evasion of school rules.'" Facing these kinds of negative
influences in the social environment, it Is not surprising that low
status, ethnic and language minority youths have low educationa!
sttainment compared to the children of the white middle class (Coleman
et. al., 1966; Steinberg, Blinde, and Chan, 1982; So and Chan, 1982;

Carter and Segunc, 1978).

The purpose of this chapter, however, is not to document the
educational failure of low status, ethnic and language minority students.
Such documentation can be found repeatedly in the literature and the
phenomenon has been firmly established. Instead, our focus is on
variation in educational attainment within the low status Hispanic youths
from Spanish-speaking background. Since not every disadvantaged Hispanic
youth fails in school, it is interesting to study why a small portion of
them are able to have high educational achievement in spite of an
unfavorable social background. What are the social orientations of these
high-schieving disadvantaged students that differentiate them from their

fellow low-achieving students? -

Middle Class Reference Group Hypothesis

Sociologists have long been interested in studying the
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high-achieving disadvantaged student phenomenon (Krauss, 1964; Ellis and

Lane, 1963; Kahl, 1961; Cohen, 1958; Belin, 1956). In general, they use
s middle class reference group hypothesis to explain the upward mobility
thrust of low status youths. Sociologists argue that in order for low
status youth to overcome structural barriers toward their educationai and
occupational aschievement, they must sspire to enter the middle class,
adopt the middle class life style, and use the middle class value
standard as a reference to judge their own behavior. Merton and Rossi
(1966) have used the concep. “anticipatory socialization' to describe the
process by which a low status youth takes the middle class as a reference
group to which he aspires, and begins to socialize himself to what he
perceives to be its norm before he is ever exposed to its influence (see

also Hyman and Singer, 1968; Lipset and Bendix, 1960).

Although each sociologist has a preference for some indicators over
others, the middlz class reference group hypothesis generally has the
following three components: (1) Low status parents use the middle class
as a reference group and want their children to attain membership in the
middle class. Kah!'s (1964:363) ethnographic study of ''common man'' boys
sugsests that '‘parents who believed in the value of 'getting ahead'
started to apply pressure from the beginning of the school career. They
encouraged high marks, thly paid attention to what was happening to
schoo!, they stressed that good performance was necessary for

occupational success..." (2) Los status youths have a col lege-oriented
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peer group. Ellis and Lane (1963:756) expiain that college-oriented

peers 'provide a middle-class learning environment where the mobile
individual is exposed to the norms and behavioral traits of successful
mobility requires." Having 8 college-oriented peer group is especially
impcrtant for low status youth because in the barrio neighborhoods the
majority of youth are not criented toward college. If 8 youth aims
higher than his friends, he has to accept derision or isolation from
those who think it is stupid and sissified to pursue a college course and
sarry books home at night. In this respect, college-oriented boys
support each other as a peer group. (see Whyte, 1943). (3) The youth
actually internalizes some of the middle class values such as
postponement of current grati-ications for the achievement of long range
goals (Beilin, 1956) and development of high educational and occupational
aspirstions (Kahl, 1964). Sociologists argue that these middle class
goals serve as the psychodynamic 2riving force to motivate low status

youths to transcend their membership group.

in addition, & general theme that runs through the mido;e class
refercice group hypothesis is that the low status youth must not
conformed to but mst defect and be alienated from their present
menbership group in order to be upwardly mobile. Although Merton and
Ressi (1966:511) concedz that the consequences of disassociation may be
painful for the aspirant, they suggest that a middle class orientation

"may serve the twin functions of aiding his rise into that group and of
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essing his adjustment after he has become part of it."

In summary, sociologists have proposed & middie class reference
group hypothesis to explain the upward mobility of low status youth.
Most of the sociological studies cited thus far were conducted before the
~td-gixties and thus missed the exciting ethnic movements in the late
sixties and the early seventies. Consequently, these studies have not
sttended to the ethnic factor in educational achievement. it is
therefore not known whether the middle class reference group hypothesis
can be applied to study ethnic and language minorities or if & whole new
perspective is required. it is for this reason that we now turn to the
ethnic literature f r its explanation of high-shievement of Hispanic

disadvantaged students.

Anglo feference Group Hypothesis

Although the ethnic literature seldom uses with the terminology of
reference group theory, their findings can be reformulated into two
competing ethnic reference group hypotheses. The first, the Anglo
reference aroup hypothesis, holds that the roots of educational failure
for Hispanic disadvantaged students lie in their adherence to their
cultural heritage, as exemplified by their high rate of Spanish language
maintenace (Evans and Anderson, 1973; Heller, 1969; Spilka and Gill,

1965; Schwartz, 1969; Wendling and Elliot, 1968). Hispanic disadvantaged
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students are usually reared in a Spanish-speaking ome and know little

English before starting school. Consequently, they experience immense
educational problems during their first few years of schooling when they
sre taught in an all-English environment. This language difference
problem is often compounded by Hispanic cultural features of poverty,
student self-concepts of low ability and fezislistim, parental beliefs
that forma) education is useless for their children and will not get them
anywhere. Following the logic of this argument, the Anglo reference
group hypothesis suggests that in order for a Hispanic disadvantaged
student to achieve academically, he must discard his Hispanic identity
and Spanish language background so as to assimilate Anglo values as
reference rorms to guide his behavior. Thus Schwartz (1969) concludes
that "as opportunities are presented to Mexican-American youth for some
scculturation to Anglo values, so are opportunities presented for greater

educational achievement."

Hispanic Reference Group Hvpothesis

Beginning in the late sixties, the Anglo reference group hypothesis
was increasingly challenged by the Hispanic reference grcup hypothesis
(Ramirez, 1971; Hernandez, 1973; Leyva, 1975; Kuvlesky and Patella, 1971;
Cordova, 1969; Henderson and Merritt, 31968; Long and Padilla, 1971;
Macias, 1974). This hypothesis argues that orientation toward the Anglo

reference group will lead to decreasing educational achievement instead
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of higher achievement. Such decrease is due to turmoil and tension

caused by forcing a child to choose is asked between the Anglo and
Hispanic reference groups, potentially denying himself, his family, and
his community. Rodriguez's (1983:28-30) biography iliustrates this
point:

| grew up victim to & disab.ing confusion. As | grew

fluent in English, | no longer could speak Spanish with

confidence...for many years ! could not pronounce it. A

powerful guilt blocked my spoken words; ... | wou'ld try

to speak, but everything | said seemed to me horribly

anglicized. My mouth would not form the words right...

Pocho then they called me (as a noun, naming the

Mexican-Amer ican who, in becoming an American, forgets

his native society)...But once | spoke English with

ease, | came to feel guilty. | felt that | had

shattered the intimate bond that had once held the

family close. This original sin against my family told

whenever anyone addressed me in Spanish and | responded,

confounded."
Thus the Hispanic reference group hypothesis argues that nwst of the
unsuccessfui students come from homes in which only English was spoken,
indicating a high degree of acculturation. Accordingly, this hypothesis
proposes that a high achieving Hispanic student is one who takes pride in
his Hispanic culture and identity. Consequently, ther~ is no conflict
among the student's sense of self worth, his allegiance to family and
community, and his association with school and the Anglo culture. Thus

in Long and Padilla's conclusion (1971): 'The present finding of a very

high rate of bilinguslism in the sample of successful Spanish-American

students suggests that thesz students may have been better able to




interact readily with members of both the!r own culture and that of the

dominant American culture."

We have presented three hypotheses which suggest that middle class,
Anglo, Hispanic reference groups are factors that lead to high
schievement in disadvantaged students. While these hypotheses have
advanced our knowledge of tne process of educational attainment among
disadvantaged students, many issues require clarification before we can

truly understand high achievement in disadvantaged students.

The three hypotheses have not really been tested with social science
data. The hypotheses were derived mostly from studies based on small
samples or on ethnographic field work and it is questionable whether the
conzlusions reached from these small-scele studies can be applied to the
Hispanic population on the nartional level. Moreover, these studies
depend primarily on crosstabulation and simple analysis of variance to
analyze the data, and their methodologies have not kept pace with recent
advances in multi-variate analyses, such as structural equation models
with latent theoretical variables. Consequently, the fundamental issue
of whether the Anglo reference group or the Hispanic reference group
leads to high achievement in disadvantaged students still has not been

settled.

in addition, the literazture is one-sided in its emphasis on 8 single
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reference group a8s the determinant of educational success. Thus the
sociological literature highlights only the middle class reference group
while the ethnic literature stresses only the Anglo (or Hispanic)
reference group. But since our targeted population is not only Hispanic
but also from a low status background, can its achievement be influenced
by aspiration to more than one reference group? 'n other words, in order
to have high achievement, is it necessary t~ oricnt toward both an Anglo
reference group and a middle class reference group? Or is it sufficient
to discard present low status membership without getting rid of ethnic
identity (i.e. to have a middle class reference group and a Hispanic

reference group)?

These questions suggest a multiple reference group hypothesis to

study high educational achievement in low status Hispanic students. It
is important here to investigate how one reference group is related to
another, and in what ways & reference group affects educational
achievement after the effect of another reference group has been
controlled. This line of research will not only enhance our development
of reference group theory but 8lso has important policy implications for
what programs to implement in order to raise the educational achievement
levels of Hispanic disadvantaged students. What follows is & discussion

of & Lisrel mode! to investigate this multiple reference group

hypothesis.




The Lisrel Mode)

The Lisrel V model, which has both measurement and structural
equation components, represents an advance in quantitative methodology.
The measurement component makes it possible to operationalize latent
theoretical concepts by the shared variance of one or several observable
varisbles (indicators or measures). The structural equation enables
researchers to spell out their hypotheses explicitly in @ systemat ic way.
in this respect, the Lisrel mode! acts like a combination of confirmatory
factor analysis and structural equation models (Bentler, 1980; Bielby and

Hauser, 1977; Maruyam= cnd McGarvey, 1980; Joreskog and Sorbum, 1980).

Our Lisrel mode) is »resented in Figure 3.l. it has three
theoretical latent variables: Educational achievement, the middle class
reference group, and the Hispanic reference group are noted in circles on
the model. Each latent varisble is represented by several observed
measures, noted in rectangles on the model. Educational achievement is
represented by gysde point average in schoo!l and math and reading
achievement tests. Mother educational aspiration, college~going friend,
willingress to defer marriage, educational aspiration, and occupational
aspiration are measurss of the middle class reference group because they
measure either the respondent's identification, or his mother's
identification, with the middle class. Selection of Spanish proficiency

snd Spanish usage as the observed measures of the Hispanic reference
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group was on the grounds that when a person ident fies with Hispanic

ethnicity he uses Spanish frequently and well (see Kuvlesky and Patella,
1971; Moran, 1983; Skutnabb-Kangas, 1979). While Spanish reading and
writing skills are primarily dependent upon courses the student has taken
in elementary and high school, the fact that a student took Spanish
courses may be an indication of ethnic identification. In addition, we
have allowed the error terms of Spanish proficiency and Spanish usage
varisbles to correlate with one another because writing skills are
usually associated with reading skills, and speaking Spanish to one's
mother will usually result in the mother speaking Spanish tack to the
Ytudent. We have excluded understanding Spanish as one of the Hispanic
reference group indicators becsuse a person may understand Spa’ ish fairly

well but still may not be able to speak it or may prefer not to use it.

The structural equaticn model relating these three latent
theoretical! variables will then allow us to test the various reference
group hypotheses:

(1) The middle class reference group hypothesis
predicts a positive relationship between the middle
class reference group and educational achievement.

(2) The Anglo reference group hypothesis predicts a
negative relationship between the Hispanic reference
group and achievement.

(3) The Hispanic reference group hypothesis predicts a
positive relationship btetween the Hispanic reference

group and achievement.

(4) Educational achievement is predicted by both
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middle class and Hispanic reference groups in the
multiple reference group hypothesis. An Anglo middle
class reference group hypothesis would be supported |f
there is a negative relationship between the Hispanic
reference group and achievement and a positive
relationship between the middle class reference group
and achievement.

(5) A Hispanic middle class hypothesis would be
supported if positive relationships are found for both

the Hispanic and middle class reference groups
predictors in the structural equation.

The size of the coefficients in the equation will show which reference
group is more important than the others. Moreover, since it is not Clear
if the middle class reference group causally irfluences the Hispanic
reference group (or vice versa), we do not try to determine why they are
related. Instead, the model allows them to covary, as shown by the

double~headed curved arrow in Figure 3.1.

To test the above Lisrel model, it requires a national data set
which includes good language variables and a large number of Hispanic
disadvantaged students. in this respect, the student file in the
longitudinal High School and Beyond (HSsB) data base is qQuite appronriate

for this purpose.

The High School and Beyond Data Base and Sample Characteristics

The HS§B survey was a national longitudinal study of tae cohorts of
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high school seniors and sophomores in the United States in 1980.
Approximately 58,000 students at 1,015 schools arc school administrators
from 988 schools completed questionnaires. The data set represents a
population of 3.8 million sophomores and 3 million seniors in more than
21,000 schools in spring 1980. The HSEB survey included data collection
st @ number of levele. Students were asked to complete questionnaires
detailing their schooling experiences and future plans. They were also

given achievement tests (Peng et. al. 1981; NORC, 1980a; So, 1983).

What makes the HS5B data base relevant to the present analysis is
its over-sampling of the Hispanic student population. Rarely has a
national survey of high school education paid sufficient attention to
issues facing the Hispanic disadvantaged students. Thus, the HSEB data
set mey be the first national project that aims to Include adequate
Hispsnic respondents in its sample. However, in order to avoid bias in
over-sampling Hispanics, the HSEB study assigned weights to each case in
the sample. Weights were calculated to veflect differential
probabilities of sample selection . . to adjust for nonresponse. In this
respect, the HSEB data set remains a nationally representative study that
supplements the general information usually collected (e.g. family
background, college aspiration, achievement tests) with information that
is especially of interest to researchers cf Hispanic education. For
instance, the HSEB data set has paid special attention to collecting

information on language. I!f a student indicated a non-English response
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to any or al! of five language questions, that student was asked to
complete another questionnaire concerning childhood language experiences,
home language environment, language proficiency in understanding,
speaking, reading, and writing, etc. Their responses formed the language
file of the HS§B data base (NORC, 1980b; Nielsen and Fernandez, 1981).
These detailed language varisbles have faciliated our identification of

the Hispanic reference group latent variable.

In addition, the HSsB data set has provided a standard
socioeconomic status (SES) variable. The SES varisble is a composite
scale constructed from father's occupation: father's education; mother's
education; family income; and a set of items that ask whether the
student's family receives a daily newschapter, owns an encyclopedia or
other reference books, has a typewriter, has an electric dishwasher, owns
two or more cars or trucks, has more than 50 books, or owns a pocket
calculator, and whether the student has his or her own room. Our sample
includes those students who are in the low quarter of this SES scale. We
also selected only those students who indicated Latin American countries
of origin (decent) and Spanish as their first language spoken &s a child.
Including only low SES, Spanish mother tongue Hispanic students, we have

s sample size of 1,990 out of 5,120 Hispanics in the language file.

As expected, this sample of Hispanic disadvantaged students

generally demonstrates low educational achievement. On standardized




tests with a mean of 50, only 253 of the students earned a math score of
50 and above and only 20% earned & reading score equal to or higher than
50. Also as expected, their parents show low educational and
occupational attainments. Only one-tenth of the fathers graduated from
high school and only another 3% had any post-secondary education. The
fathers are mostly laborers, with only 3% in the professional and
clerical occupations. The same applies to the mothers, however a higher

percentage (5%) of mothers work in clerical and sales categories.

For this group of disadvantaged students, then, we can address the
important issue of why a small percentage are able to escape the negative
impact of their social background and attain relatively high educational
schievement levels? In other words, what social processes might
differentiate a high-achieving disadvantaged Hispanic student from his
low-achieving fellows? We shall answer this question by examining our

Lisrel model with the HS§B data.

The Findings

The first phase of analysis requires determining whether the
proposed Lisrel model fits the data. The Lisrel program provids a
chi-square statistic, 8 goodness of fit index (GFI), and a root mean
square residual (RMR), which are useful for each determinations. The

chi-square is the most commonly used measure, but it is highly sensitive
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to sample size. Many researchers have warned that for large samples,

chi-square measures should be used primarily as a guide rather than as 2
rule (Maruyama and McGarvey, 1980; Joreskog, 1973; Joreskog and Sorbom,
1980). We ran the Lisrel program two times on the weighted correlation
matrix: One run used the weighted N (54,436), and the other used the
unweighted sample N (1,134). Both runs gave exactly the same Lisrel
estimates, but the weighted program yielded a much larger chi-square
(16,600) than the unweighted program (346).  This huge discrepancy
between the weighted and the unweighted measures raises doubts regarding
the validity of the chi-square test statistics; however, both the
weighted and the unweighted runs gave the same goodness of fit index
(0.930) and root mean square residual (0.058). Since the GFI is over 0.9
ond the RMR is under 0.1, these two measures suggest that the proposed

mod: 1 fits the data well despite the large chi-square values.

Given the appropriateness of the model for the data, the next of
snalysis examines the measurement component of the Lisrel model to see
whether the lstent theoretical constructs are well-represented by the
observed varisbles. Table 3.1 presents the Lisrel estimates that are
derived from the weighted correlation matrix and the unweighted N. As
stated sbove, both the weighted N and the unweighted N gave exactly the
same estimates? but, as expected, the estimates from the unweighted N

have larger standard errors than those derived from the weighted N. We

choose to present the larger standard errors that were derived from the




unweighted N for safety's sake. It should be noted that we set the

lambda coefficients for GPA, mother's educational aspiration, and
speaking Spanish to mother as reference indicators in order to provide a
metric, or scale, for the three latent theoretical wvariables.
Consequently, the above three lambds coefficients have a zero standard

error.

In the measurement model, the total coefficient of determination of
x (or y) is a generalized measure of reliability for all the x (or y)
variables as & whole. This reliability measure shows how well all the x
{or y) variables jointly serve as measurement instruments for all the
latent construct jointly. In our asnalysis, the total coefficient of
determination of Y variables is 0.692 and that of X variables is 0.825,
indicating that cur latent constructs have fairly good relighility. In
addition, all the lambda coefficients in Table 3.1 are over twice their

standard errors and are thus statistically significant.

The lambda in the Lisrel program is similiar to the loading in
factor analysis, with the size of the lambda indicating the contribution
of the observed variable to the latent construct. For the educational
achievement construct, the reading test variable is the most reliable
indicator, but the loadings of the other two indicators (GPA, math test)
are not that different from the reading test value. For the two

reference group constructs, however, there is quite a difference in the
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loadings cf the indicators. For the meastre of middle class reference
grovp, educations! aspiiation is the most rel'able indicator, followed by
mother educational aspiration and by respondent's occupational
aspiration. It seems that having a college-going friend and postponement
of marriage do not contribute much to the middle class reference group
construct once the effects of aspiration variables have been taken into
account With respect to the Hispanic reference group construct,
speaking Spanish to mother is the most reliable indicator, followed by
@other speaking Si.anish to the student and by spoken Spanish proficiency.
Paren:al Spanish com/inication and reading ari writing Spanish do not
éontribnte much to the latent Hispanic reference group construct; but we
includad these three variables in the measurement model because their

loadings are ztatistically significant.

Th- parameters in the structural equation model model will allow us
to test the various reference group hypotheses proposed earlier. The
gamma coofficient is similiar to the regression coefficient in the sense
that it shows the unique effect of an independent variable on a dependent
variable after the effects of other independent variables have been
controlled. lLooking at the gamma coefficient, the middle class reference
group hypothesis predicts only gamma 1 as significant, while the Hispanic
reference group hypothesis predicts only gamma 2 sssignificant. As shown
In Table 3.1, both gamma 1 and 2 are significant. This finding means

that bot! middle class and Hispanic reference groups have independent
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impacts on educational achievement. The data therefore points to a

m:1tiple reference group hypothesis explanation.

The positive signs on the gamma coefficients show that both the
middle class reference yroup and the Hispanic reference group have a
posizive impact on educational achievement. This findings supports the
Hispanic middle :lass reference group hypothesis. When we further ask
which reference group exerts a strongsr unique impact on achievement, the
size of the gammas shows that the middle clas. reference group (.338) has
over four times more impact that of the Hispanic reference group (.075).
However, f.ne phi coefficient is also positive (.200), suggesting that
orientation toward the Hispanic reference group is also positively
related to orientation toward the middle class reference group. Our
mod=! therefore shows that there gre two ways that the Hispanic reference
group can influence educational attainment: a direct impact, shown by
gamma 2 (.075); and an indirect impact through orientaiion toward the

middle class reference group (.200 x .338 = .068).

Concluson and Discussion

The leading question of this chapter addresses the social processes
that differentiatc high-achieving Hispanic disadvantaged students from
their fellow low achieving students. We go beyond the literature's

single reference group explanation by formulating 8 multiple reference




group explanation. Using a subsample of the national HStR data set which
includes only low status Hispanic language minority students, a Lisrel
mode] analysis shows that orientation to the Hispanic reference group is
positively related to orientation to the middle class refsrence group,
snd Dboth reference g.oup orientations havce a positive impact on
educational achievement. These findirgs support a Hispanic middle class
hypothesis: A high-achieving disadvantaged student is one who identifies
with his own ethnic group while at the same time aspires and orients to

middle class values.

Our findings challenges the reference group theory that
nonconformity to one's membership group facilitates entrance into a
non-membership group. Reference group theory argues for aiienation from
the low status group in order to be included as a member of the middle
class in the Juture. The theory may hold for A&nglo disadvantaged
student~, but it needs to be further developed to account for the social
mobi!ity of Hispanic disadvantaged students. Our findings suggest that a
Hispanic disadvantaged student needs to retain Hispanic group identity
snd at the same time aspire to membership in a middle class group In
order to achieve at high leve!s. It seems that high achieving Hispanic
students may identify with different reference groups for different
purposes: They may identify with the Hispanic ethnic group for
sentimental ressons, such as gqreater comfort in speaking spanish with

parents; however, they may orient to middle class norms for instrumental
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reasons, such as educational achievement and future upward mobility.
Once this strstegic identification with multiple reference groups is
developed, it may not be necessary for Hispanic disadvantaged students to
disassociate both low status and ethnic group membership. Thus the
high-achieving Hispanic student may avoid the painful process of
alienation from his own ethnic group, but still reap the benefits of

aspiring to membership in the middle class group.

These findings are at odds with the cultural deprivation
perspective which argues that s Hispanic disadvantaged student has to be
stripped of his cultural identity in order to succeed in school. For
educational planners, the implication of our research findings is to
strengthen two types of programs: ethnic programs that are sensitive to
cultural identification and programs that will Increase orientation

toward the middle class reference group.

The next chapter will too have bearing on the cultural deprivation
perspective. Focusing on Hispanic parents, it examines the cultural
deprivation perspective's assertion that Hispanic parents are seldom

interested in the educational attainment of their children.
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Figure 3.1. A Lisre! model of educational attainment for
disadvantaged Hispanic students . *

% The lengend of the variables in this moc-' are described in Appendix 1.
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Table 3.1. Values for Coefficients in Figure 3.1

Maximum Standara Error Variance Standard trror
L ikel ihood of of of

Coefficients Estimate LM Estimates Residual! Residence Residua!
A }.000 .000 €] .656 .035
A2 1.035 .075 €2 .63 .035
A3 1.247 .088 €3 .65 .037
Ay . 5bl .000 61 .740 .03¢
A5 .375 .035 6> .862 .039
26 .350 .035 83 .880 .0LC
27 .640 .035 &y .598 .03¢
AB .524 .035 8¢ .731 .038
A9 483 .000 8¢ .739 .04LC
A10 .313 .034 84 .B896 .04
AN .201 .035 ég .956 .04
A2 .730 .058 8g 463 .073
A3 .523 .056 €10 .723 .058
. Ul .338 .055 811 .884 045
812 .372 .033
613 .752 .038
€14, .392 .032
815 .31 .05¢
€16 .531 .0L7
617 .203 .0L8

Total coefficient of determination for Y variable = .692
Tota) coefficient of determingtion for X variable = .B52

The Structural Equation Model

212 .200 .047 £ .217 .027
Y1 .338 .030

Total coefficient of determination for structural equation = 0. 374

Overall Fitness of the Lisrel model

df = 70 x? = 346
goodress of fit = 0.930
root mean square residual = 0.058

“In the Lisrel model, we specify the unweighted sample size (1134) as
N and use the weighted correlation metrix as input. See test for
er; anation. The correlation metrix is presented in Appendix 1.
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Table 3.2. Correlation matrix for the Lisrel model

LPA  MATHILST HEADIES] MAEDASP FROCOCD DEFERMAR EDULASP OLLASP SPLKSPAN RLADSPAN WRITSPAN SPANIONO HOIHSPTO PARSPAN

LPA o0 .33} Al 66 a7 .10} ,298 . 243 .128 .193 A .136 123 .09
MATHTEST .33} 1.000 AN ST 1 TS | sk .58 .02} .096 . 004 .091 138 128
RLADIEST . 1] AN 1000 186 125 .18 242 .029 134 .0*$ .10 i 120
AL DASP 166 194 .i6  1.00 A .096 R TY IS TY BN 1Y | 193 An .0b0 .026 -.01)
FROCOCD 207 .19 425 .70 1.000 .09 L252 202 .07 .09% 121 .00 -.009 ~-.038
DLELRNMAR d03) .13 478 .096 .09 1.000 268 .212 ~-.020 -.02]  -.0a5  -.002 -.070 -.069
EDUCASP L298 .15 .232 352 .22 .26 1.000 .287 13 .150 181 .08% .053  .034
OCCASP ¥ 1Y) 158 .292 .25} .202 212 .287 1.0G0 .087 .21 .183 .08% .0h2 .054
SPLKSPAN .12 .02) .029 157 .00 -.0%0 113 .ob)  1.000 537 .499 .386 23 L130
READSFAN 193 .096 134 .19} L0590 -.927 450 .213 .53 1.000 .820 219 153 .10l
WRITSPAN 130 .00 045 472 A2 -.0M% 81 .16 .99 .820  1.000 NTY) .038  .00%
SEANTUNO 36 091 d10 060  .005 -.002 .08 .o8s  .386 219 .147 1,000 .69 .92
NOTHSPTO 23 a8 N1 .026 -.009 ~-.0J0 L05) .0N2 .24 .153 .038 697 1.000 .710
PARSPAN 09 .12 120 -.011  -.0)8  -.069 L034 .05 .130 .101 .005 452 .710 1.000

LEGENO. GPA = Grade Point Average; MATHTEST, Math Test Scofe; READTEST Reading Test Scorec; WALOASP: Mother fducation Aspiration;
FROLOCOL: Friend go to colleye; OEFELMAR. duler marciaye, EOULASP . Educational Aspiration; OCCASP;: Ocrupation Aspiration;
SPEXSPAN: speak Spanish Froficlency; READSPAN: Kead Spanish probiciency; WRITSPAN: Mrite Spanish Proficiency

SPANTONG: Speak Spanish to hother; MOTHSPTO: Mother Speak Spani‘h to you; PARSPAN: parent speak Spanish 10 each other.
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Chapter 4. The Aspiration of Hispanic Parents

My father always says:
'You don't need to oz to
school. You will have to
work anyway.' (Heller,
1969a, p.49)

The above ouotation reflects the population notion that Hispanic
parents tend to have low aspiration for their children in terms cf
educational achievement. |:ller's (1969a) study of Mexican-American
youth rurther suggests that ''parents, as a8 whole, neither impose
standards of excellence for tasks pzrformed by their children nor do they
communicate to them that they expect evidence of high achievement'
(p.37). In addition, '""Mexican-American boys have often complained to me
that they lacked encouragement from their parents, especially their
fathers, to continue their schooling' (Heller, 1969a. 0.39). Similiarly,
Anderson and Safar (1972) report that both Anglo and Hispanic parents
have a shared ‘'stereotyped view of Spanish Americans and Indians as
little interested in education, as coming from families that place little
value on education and do little to assist or support their children's
attempts in school' (p.251). Teachers have shared this perception of low
aspiration levels in Hispnaic parents. Manuel (1965) rreports that '"'most

teachers will not help children because the parents do not cooperate, sad




most of the Spanish people are not interested in school activities"
(p.76). Further, "in these homes there is often a lack of understanding
and 8 resuiting lack of an aggressive interest in the education of their

children'' (Manuel, 1965, p.78).

The usual explanation of such alleged low aspiration levels among
Hispanic parents is cultural fatalism. Heller (1965a) points out that
the '"lack of emphasis upon ‘making good' in conventional terms is
consistent with the themes of fatalism and resignation which run through
Mexican-American culture" (p.38). In another chapter, Heller (1969b)
suggests that this cultural fatalism is an an adaptive response to the
perceived barriers towards upward social mobility:

'Mexican-Amer icans have long held on to the belief
that formal education was useless for them and did
not get them anywhere. They viewed it as leading
their children not toward mobility, but toward
frustration and humiliation. To help their children
avoid the latter, parents pointed to thnse Mexican
Americans who received an education and yet did not
hold a job appropriate to it" (p.400)

The thesis of low aspiration levels in Hispanic parents has
important policy implications, for it identifies the parents as a crucial
factor in inhibiting the educational achievement of Hispanic students.
Raising the aspiration level of Hispanic parents is therefore seen as a

so.ution to the educational problems of Hispanic children. The low

parental aspiration thesis and the associated solution divert attention
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of educational planners from educationa! institutions to Hispanic

parents, Hispanic homes, and Hispanic culture. If the lov: aspiration
thesis is accurate, then su~h diversion is appropriate. |f the thesis is
Inaccurate, however, then focusing on raising aspiration levels becomes 2
useless activity and cultural fatalism becomes an explanation of a

non-existent problem.

Despite ~f its significunt policy impiications, the low aspiration
level thesis of Hispanic has seldom opeen questioned or examined
critically. While a few social science studies have touched upon this
issue (Anderson & Johnson, 1968; Parra & Hederson, 1982), most
researchers have assumed the existence of a low aspiration phenomenon and
built their argument on it. In contrast, the radical ethnic lite—ature
(see the collection of chapters by the Southwest Network, 1974) rejects
outright the low aspiration thesis on ideological grounds without further
investioation. As a result of this lack of study of Hispanic parental
aspiration, many crucial issues surrounding the low aspiration thesis,
such as relative aspiration levels, formation of aspiration levels, and

social factors affectirq aspiration levels, remain unclear.

Relative Aspiration Levels

The very concept of low parental aspiration i< unclear. Since low

is a relative terr, the aspiration level of Hispanic parents must be
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measured against the aspiration level of another group as a basic step in

testing the low aspiration thesis. Such comparison can he done at three

ievels.

One level is to compare Hispanic parental aspiration levels io
white parental aspiration levels. Measurement at this level enables us
to study ethnic differences in parental aspiration as well as to examine
the assertion that Hispanic parents want less education for their

children than white parents want for their children.

A second level is to compare Hispanic parental aspirations for
thier children to their own educational background. Measurement a8t this
level examines aspiration solely from the Hispanic parent's viewpoint,
without taking the whiie parents' perspective into consideruacion. Thus,
“hile Hispanic parents may or may not demonstrate lower aspiration levels
than white parents, they may still want their children to go far beyond
their own educational level. Such aspiration would be reflected in a
high value on this measure. Convorsely, a low value on this measure
would suggest that an Hispanic parent wants his child to have an

educational level that is even lower than his own.

A third level is to compare Hispanic parental aspiration with their
expectation of their children's educaticnal attainment. Measurement »t

this level enables us to examine whethar Hispanic parents over-aspire,




aspire at the same level, or under-aspire relative to their realistic
assessment how far their children may achieve. A low value here might
suggsst that fispanic parents are not inclined to push their cnildren up
the educational ladder even though they think their children can mske it,
a finding that would support the low aspiration thesis. Conversely, 2
high value might suggest parental desire to encourage educstional

attainment and weaxei. the low aspiration thesis.

All three levels of comparison should be examined to obtain a
comprehensive picture of relative aspiration levels So far, no study
has investigated all three levels. Further, all three measures should be

low in order to support the low aspiration thesis.

Formation of Aspiration Levels

Ancther issue in need of study is the formation of Hispanic
parental aspiration levels. When did Hispanic parents decide to send or
not send their children to college? How committed are Hispanic parents
to their expressed aspiration levels? The literature on Hispnaic
parental aspirstion seldom raised these two questions, but addressing
them could shed light on the relationship parental aspiration and child
attainment. The low aspiration thesis would be weakened if it can be
shown that Hizpanic parents have held high educational aspirations for

their children over meny years. Conversely, the thesis would be
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strengthened if it can be shown that parents have held low asgirations
over many years. Aspirations might suggest committment and should be
reflected in parental expressions of when they would like to see their
children finish full-time education, start regualar jobs, qet married,

and have children of their own.

Sorial Factors Affecting Aspiration Levels

Cultura) integration. The low aspiration thesis has rested on a

cultural fatalism explanation, but this explanation has not been tested
with social science data. Both the low aspiration thesis and the
cultural fatalism exﬁlanation may be tested by discovering whether
Hispanic parents who are embedded :n Hisrenic cultural values have lower
aspirations for their children than do parents who are less embedded in
Hispanic culture (and thus more acculturated to the Anglo cultural
values). Since Spanish language usage is a commonly-accepted indicator
of integration to Hispanic culture (Kuvlesky & Patella, 1971; Leyva,
1975); a test of the cultural fatalism explanation will depend on whether
Hispanic parents in Spanish-speaking homes have lower aspirations for
their children than parents in English-speaking homes have tvor their

-

children.

Social Class Background. in addition to cultural integration,

social class background may affect the level of Hispanic parent




aspiraticn. Working class Hispanic parents may have a lower aspiration
level than middle class Hispanic parents (Stoddard, 1973).  Since
Hispanics, in general, come from a low socioeconomic background, the low
sspiration of Hispanic parents may be an artifact of their social class
background rather than cultural fatalism. If this is so, the low

sspiration may be right but for the wrong reason.

Parent and Child Gender and Child Edi-cational Performance. Other

fectors that my have impact on aspiration are parent's gender, children's
gender, and children's educational performance at school. Gardara (1982)
;uggests that Hispanic mothers play a more active tole in fostering
children's educational drives than fathers. With respect to children's
gender, the stereotype is that Hispanic parents hold high hcpes for sons
but not for daughters {(Perra & Henderson, 1982). Furthermore, it has
been reported that parental aspiration is Jjust a feedback towards
children's school performance: It is only when parents find out their
childrer, are doing well in school that they begin to develop high

aspiration levels (Kahl, 1961; Kerkhoff & Huff, 1974).

Thus looking at the rocial factors of cultural integration, social
class background, parent and child gender, and child educational
performance, may help clarify the issues surrourding the le- aspiration
level. So far little social science research has been don: on this issue

and it is noi clear in what ways the above factors may affect Hispanic




fir

parental aspiration levels. The low aspiration thesis &nd its cultural
fatalism explanation will be strengthened if the effect of cultural
incegration remains after the effect of the other factors have been
controlled, whereas the thesis and its explanation will be weakened if
cultura) integration effect decreased after controlling other social

factors.

The Purpose of This chapter

The purpose of this chapter is to clarify the neglected issues
;hich surround the low aspiration thesis in order to either substantiate
or refute the thesis on empirical social science grounds. Toward this
end, the first section of this chapter will describe the parent file of
the High School and Beyund national data set on which our snalyses were
performed. In the second section, the three measurcs of relative
aspiration will be applied to the data to examine the assertion that
Hispanic parents have low aspirations for their children. In the third
section, the formation of Hispanic parent aspiration will be analysed;
and in the fourth section, social factors affecting the level of

asoiration among Hispanic parents will be eramined. The significance of

our iindings will be presented in the final section.

The Hioh Schoo) and Beyond Data Set and Its Parent File




Funded by the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), the
High School and Beyond (HStB) data set was the first wave of a national
longitudinal study of cohorts of high school students in the United
States in 1980. The HS§B project design included a highly stratified
netional probability sample of over 11,000 high schools with 36 seniors
snd 36 sophomores per school. In those schools with fewer than 36
seniors or sophomores, all eligible students were included in the sample.
Cooperation from both schools and students was excellent. The overall
response rate for schools was 913 and for student, 843. Over 30,000
sophomores and 28,000 seniors enrolled in 1.015 public and private high
schools across the nation participated in this study. The HS&B sample
represents the nation's 10th and 12th grade population, totaling about
3.8 million sophomores and 3 million seniors in more than 21,000 schools

in Spring, 1980 (Peng et al., 1981; NORC, 19B0a; So, 1982).

In order to collect data from as many different sources as
possible, the HS&b project distributed questionaires to various
individuals such as students, parents, teachers, and school
administrators. The present chapter focuses on the parent's
questionnaire which included detailed information on parent's social
background (e.g. ethnicity, sex, education, occupation, janguage status),

parental aspiration for their children's education, student's sex,

student's GPA at school, etc. (MORC, 1981).




The sample of parents was selected in two stages. At stage one, a
systematic subsample of cocperating schools was selected. At stage two,
8 subset of cooperating stuoents was selected within stage-one and
parents of those students were then contacted for an interview.
Completion rate was high because of the phone contact procedures.
Completion rates were 92¢ for sophomores and 90% for seniors. After the
data collection phase was completed, design weights were assigned to the
data. Weights were designed to : (1) compensate for varying student
selection probabilities, (2) compensate for differential cooperation
rates among parents across schools within qrade, and (3) project the
parent sample sample te the national universe from which it was selected.
All data reported in the tables of this chapter are derived from the

weighed sample estimates.

The parent file of the HSEB data set migh be the first national
deta set that has included enough cases of Hispanic parents to analyse
the nature of this population. The overall parent file included 6,223
fathers and mothers, 612 of whom were of Hispanic descent. Projected
national estimates derived from this ample suggested approximately 6.5
million parents in the U.S. population, about 320,00f of whom are

Hispanic.

Characteristics of the Hispanic Parents




Most of the parents in the Hispanic sample come from a
Spanish-speaking background. Only 123 of this sample live in an English
monol ingual home while 43 live in a Spanish monolingual home, 362 live in
a home wiere Spanish is the usual language and 48% live in an English
home where Spanish is also spoken. It may be inferred that our Hispanic

sample Is actually a sample of Hispanic language minority parents.

With respect to the occupational ievel of Hispanic parents in the
sample, 72% of the fathers and 533 of the mothers work in manual
occupations. Approximately 33% of the mothers but only 6% of the fathers
work in lower white collar (clerks, sales persons, or teachers)
occupations. Twenty-three percent of the fathers and 143 of the mothers
work in professional occupations. The data suggest a different patt/rn
of occupational level for mothers and fathers. The large number of
mothers at the lower white collar level may have an impact on the

aspirations they have for their children.

Vith respect to educational attainment, 613 of the fathers and 7123
of the mothers received a high school education or less; 28% of the
fathers and 263 of the mothers had vocational training or somz college
education; and only 113 of the fathers and 43 of the mothers had L year
of college or more. While neither mothers nor fathers had high level of

education, educational attainment was less for mothers.



In general, the Hispanic sample from the HS6B data set matches the
characteristics described in the literaturc on Hispanic parents: Parents
come from Spanish-speaking homes end have low occupational levels and low
educationa) attainment. Let us examine whether the Hispanic parents also

exhibit a low level of aspiration for their children.

Relative Aspiration Levels

Contrary to the thesis of low aspiration, our data suggest that
Hispanic parents have high hopes for their children and want their
children to receive an education above the high school level. This high
parental aspiration can be observed in 811 three measures of relative

aspiration.

Table 4.1 shows that Hispanic parents and parents in the entire
U.S. population possess comparable aspiration levels. Only 9% of
Hispanic parents of Hispenic parents do not want their children to attend
college, while 573 want four years or more coliege education for their
children. This level of aspiraticn for Hispanic parents is ligher than
levels expressed by white parents or indian parents but lower than levels

expressed by Black parents or Asian-American parents.

Table k.2 shows that Hispanic parents also aspire beyond their own

educationa) background. Virtually all college-educated Hispanic parents




want their children to go to college. Ever parents who are educated at
or below the high school level possess high aspirations for their
children: oniy one-tenth of these parents do not want children attain

educstional levels beyond the level they themselves achieved.

The aspiration of Hispanic parents also sometimes exceeds their
educational expectation on their children. As shown in Table 4.3, when
parental aspiration is crosstabulated with their expectations on
children, a nurher of parents appear to have higher aspirations for their
children even than their expectations. Approximately 313 of the parents
4ho want their children to have 4 years of college acknowledge tht their
children may only attend up to the level of vocational training or some
college. Over one-fifth of the parents whu want vocational training for
their children expect that their children may only have an education tht
are high schoo! and below.

The relative Aaspiration dats suggests that nispanic parents have
high educat.onal aspirations for their children. They want their
children to go to college as much as white parents want their children to
have college-leve' education; they want their children to have education
that is far beyond their own attainment levels; and they want an
education for their children even more than they expect their children
can attain. These findings weaken the low aspiration level esis but

the formation of aspiration and social factors contributing to aspiration
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remain to be acdressed.

Formation of Parental Aspiration

Table 4.4 provides some clues to the process by which Hispanic
pa-ents develop educational aspirations for their children. For those
parents who want to send their children to & four year children, Table
4.4 shows that this coilege aspiration emerged as early as when their
children were still in primary schuol. About three-fourths of parents
holding college aspirations had thought of college when their children
were in grade 6, and their college aspiration rose steadily as their
children approached high school graduation. This finding suggests that
Hispanic parental aspiration for college level attainnent is an
educational aspiration that emerged early and grew over a long period of

time.

Another set of figures that support the notion of anticipated
educational attainment are presented in Table 4.5, which shows that
Hispanic parents who hold college aspirations for thier children
snticipate certain behavior thai suggest expectation of four years of
college or more. They expect their ciildren to finish full-time
education after age 22 and to start regular full-time job by their early
twenties. They also expect their children to get married snd have

children after age 25. These findings suggest that Hispanic parents
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expect their children to defer marriage, having children, and full-time

employment in order to finish higher education.

We have shown that Hispanic parents have high aspirations and that
they have held these aspirations over-time, but it is still necessary to
explain the social factors that affect their level of aspiration. This

is the task we shall attempt in the next section.

Social Factors Affecting Aspiration Levels

Cultural Integration The literature suggests cultural fatalism as

an explanation of the low aspiration of Hispanic parents. 1% this
cultural explanation is correct, we may expect that Hispanic pa‘ents in
Spanish homes, because they exhibit a high degree of integration into
Hispanic culture, will have a lower aspiration than Hispanic parents in
English homes. Although our findings suggest high sspiration instead of
low aspiration, it is still worthwhile to examine the validity of the

cultura) fatalism explanation.

The results reported in Table 4.6 do not support the cultural
explanation. Hispanic parents in Spanish homes show approximately the
same level of aspiration as Hispanic parents in English homes, and the

statistical test based on the more conservative unweighted sample N is

not significant at .05 level. This result suggests that both assimilated




and non-assimilated Hispanic parents want high education for their

children, and their cultural differences have made little difference in

aspiraticn levels.,

Social Class Background Data on parental occupation, reflecting

social class background, enables us to test the social class bLsckground
explanation. As shown in Table 4.6, high aspiration is a value that is
generally shared among the Hispanic parents. Even working class Hispanic
parents express a fairly high aspiration level: Only 103 of manual
fathers and 153 of manual mothers do not aspire their children to
continue education after high school graduation, while 903 of manual
fathers and 85% of manual mothers aspire their children to attain at
levels beyond high school. This finding refutes the stereotypical notion

that Hispanic working class parents have little desire to send their

children to college.

However, on closer examination, the figures on parental occupation
in Table 4.6 do reveal the impact of social class background on parental
aspiration. Professional and lower white collar Hispanic parents have &
relatively higher aspiration level than working class parents. Not only
do the former groups aspire their children to receive higher education,
they also specifically aspire their children to complete college.
Approximately 903 of professional fathers want a four year college

education for their children, whereas only 552 of working class fathers




want their children to attain such a level. The Hispanic mothers show a
d:fferent pattern. For Hispanic mothers, lower white collar workers have
8 higher aspiration level than the professional women. This finding
supports the sociolsgical |literature's observation that lower white
collar mothers, who have one foot in the middle class and another foot in
the working class, provide a high educational drive for th-ir children

(Banks, 1976; Cohen, 1965; Kraus, 1964).

Farent and Child Gender Gender of both parent and children have

little impact on aspiratio level. Ac shown in Table 4.6, there is little
&ifferencu bet -een father's aspiration level and mother's aspiration
level, or between aspirations for sons and daughters. Moreover, these
differences are not statistically significant at the. .05 level. Our
findings suggest that Hispanic mothers and fathers hold similiar
aspirations for their children's college futures; and as a group,

Hispanic parents do not hcld higher aspirations for their sons than for

their daughters.

Child Educational Performance While gender does not appear to

influence aspiretion level, the child’s educational performance, as
measured by grade point average, exurts 8 str:ng effect. When children
do well in school and have a GPA mostly B's and sbove, their p&rents have
a high aspirction of sending them to a four year college. On the other

hand, when children do poorly in schuol and having a GPA below D's, their
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purerts have lowered their aspiration to vocational school or two year
college. Our findings support the observation of Bordua (1960) and Kah!
(1961) that many parents begin to emphasize college only sfter their

ch'ldren have shown evidence of good performance at school.

Regression Analysis The above findings are based on simple

crosstabulations. While they show the effect of one variable on
aspiration, they do not tell us whether this effect will remain after
controlling for the effects of other independent varisbles. For this
reason, we have performed a multiple regression snalysis with languaqe
status, SES, children's gender, ani {PA as independent variables, V-
carried out the regression analysis two times: One snalysis was
conducted for the fathers and another fur the mothers, on “he qrounds

that the occupational attainment of fathers and mothers re different.

Table 4.7 preseats the results of regression snalysis. Language
status does not have a significant e/fect on aspiration and the cultural
explanation offered for ttz low aspiration thesis is again not supported.
Children's gender also does not exert Iny effect on aspiration; however,
socia) class background, as measured by the dimmy veriables of profession
and lower white collar occupational level, has an impact on parental
aspiration even after the effects of other variables are controlled. For
fathers, professional occupational level makes @ diffarence; for mothers,

lower white collar occupational level influences aspiration. These
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findings confirm the assertion that professional fathers and lower white

collar mothers provide strung educations! drives for their children.

Conclusion

This chapter takes issue with the low aspiration thesis which
asserts that Hispanic parents are seldom interested in the educationa’
attainment of their children. We examined the validity of this thesis by
using three different measures of aspiration; we studied the process by
which Hispanic parents Jevelop their levels of aspiration; and we
YQuestioned the culturs]l fatalism explanation for the low aspiration

thesis.

Gur findings suggest an alternative high a<niration thesis:
Hispanic parents have high aspirations for their children as compared to
the parent population in the American society, as compared to their own
educational background, and as compared to their expectation for their
children. We also found that Hispanic parents appear deterinined about
their aspirations: They started forming aspirations for college
attainment when their children were still in elementary school, and they
expect *hsir children to usfer marriage, having children, and wor..ing
full-time until formal education is typically completed in the early to
mid-20s. We c¢id not find any basis for the cultural fatalism

explanation, &lthough social cless bac! ground has a moderate impact on
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parental aspiration even after other variables are rontrolied.

While our findings do not address the origins of high parental
aspiration levels, we can speculate that they are an historical product
of the Civil Rights Movement. The ethnic protest and inclusion of
Hispanics into the political arena in the 1960s and 1370s eliminated a
few barriers toward upward mobility, and a small stratum of Fispanic
professional and lower white collar workers began to form. About a third
of the Hispanic parents in the parent file of the HSEB data set are white
collar workers. Surely this figure is small compared to the Anglo
population, and surely most Hispanic white col'zr woriiers are actually
clerks, teachers, or low level administrators. But the formation of this
small white collar strata among the Hispanic population may have
considerably altered the aspiration icvel of the Hispanic parents. White
collar Hispanic parents have high aspiration for their children and want
their children to follow or exceed their cccupational achievement. But
even the working class Hispanic parents will perceive the formation of a
white collar Hispanic sector as a 3ign of the U.S. society opening up for
Hispanic upward mobility. Thus ti.2 working class Hispanic parents, too,
may have raised their aspiration level and want to send their children to

college.

Our findings question the assertion that disinterested Hispanic

parents and fatalistic Hispanic culture are factors that lead to the low




educational attainment of Hispanic students -- ar assertion that is
proposed by the cultural deprivation perspective. Instead, we have found
aspiring parents who hold aspirations for high educational attainment for
their children. In light of these findings, it seems appropriate to
shift the focus ¢ the study of Hispanic education from Hispanic parents
and culture to outside institutional factors such school, teacher, and

svai'ability of financial 2id.

In the next section, there are two chapters that examine the
structural =erspective which emphasizes the educational institutional
factors. Chapter 5 studies the faulty barrio school thesis which argues
that Hispanic children have low educational sttainment becsuse the
schools they attend are failing them. Similarly, Chapter 6 studies the
impact of teacher's ethnicity on Hispanic student achievement. It
especially focuses some of the neglected areas in the teacher-student
researches. such as the process of labeling of Hispanic students by
Hispanic teachers, the labeling of 'good’' Hispanic students, and the

effectiveness of Hispanic teacher labeling.
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Table 4.1, Ethnic Differences in Parental Aspiration
Ethnic Background
Parental
Aspiration Hisvanic white ludian Black Asian Total
High School or 9% 7% g 5% L3 7%
belaow
Vocational- 35 39 %3 34 16 38
some college
Four year college 57 54 37 62 Li 56
or above
oB Total % 101% 100% 1012 101% 101% 1013
I (N) (317,860) (4,886,243) (153,942) (792,157) (85, 348) (6,235,553)
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Table 4.2. Parental Educational Background and Parental Aspiration (for dispanics only)
father Education Mother Educatton
Father High e¢ch ! Vocatianal- Four year college Hather High school Vocational- Four year college
Aspiration or beluw come coul leye or abuve Aspiration or belouw some cullege ar above
High school 13 2% 0% High School 123 5% 0%
or below or below
Vocational - 34 29 ] Vocat tondi- &3 36 5
soms col lege some college
» yr colleye 55 89 a2 b yr college 46 69 45
uf abuve or <4bove
Total % 10% 100% 100t Tota) % 1004 1003 1003
() (67,906) (29,163) (17,324) (N) (133,433) (60,168) (8,932)
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Table 4.3. Parentsl Aspiration and Perceived Children Aspiration
(for Hispanics only)

Parental Aspiration

Perceived High Schoo! Vocational- 4 yr college
Childrea expectat.on or below some college or above

High School 86% 22% L%
or below

Vocational 13 73 27
some college

Four year college 2 5 69
or above

Total % 101% 1007 101%
(N) (26,629) (110,551) (176,804)
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Teble 4.4, When do Hispanic parents think that their sons/daughters would
someday be going un to a college or univerSity?

Parenta' Aspiration
when thinking of sending High School Vocational four year college
child to college? or below soine college or above

when child was in 6-7th grade

yes 362 L6t 761
no 64% 55% 24%

When child was in 8-9th grade

yes 483 55% 79%
no 52% 45% 21%

when child was in 10th grade

yes 37% 58¢ 82%
no 643 42% 18%

when child was in 1lth grade®

yes 28% 75% 83%
no 72% 25% 17%

*For senior students only.
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Table 4.5, Hispanic Parental Aspiration and Children's
Referred Gratification

High school Vocational- L yr college

Age expect child to or below some college or above
Get married

18 or - 25% 15% %

19 - 21 35 28 14

22 - 24 16 32 36

25 - 30 25 26 Ly
Have st child

18 or - 15% 7% 49

19 - 21 20 13 7

22 - 24 44 39 26

25 - 30 20 41 64
To start regular job

18 or - 56% 43% 192

19 - 21 39% L4y 25

22 - 24 5 12 Lg

25 - 30 0 2 |
To finish full-time education

18 or - 794 18% LT4

19 - 21 14 L5 17

22 - 24 4 32 56

25 - 30 3 5 24
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Table 4.6.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

Social Factors on Hispanic Parental Aspiration

Parental Aspirat on’

High School Vocational- & yr college Total

Socie} Fectors or below some col lege or abuve 3 (w)
Hoax: Langmgc“"

English Monolingua! 51 30 65 100t (35,191)

English Dominant 103 34 57 1008 (142,150)

Spanish Dominant 9 40 51 1003 (107,5.7)

Spanish Monolingual 5% 37 58 1003 (13,034)
Father Occupation

Prof., Manager technicians he 6 90 100% (34,438)

Clerks, slass  cachers 0% 34 66 100% (6,677)

Manue) workerc 10% 35 55 1003 (66,407)
Mother Occupation

Prof., Manager, Lechnicians 3t 40 57 loo? (23,338)

Clerks, sales, teachers }4 34 66 10,2 (45, 100)

nanuel workers 152 39 'Y 1013 (72,827)
Parental Gcnder“

Father 7¢ 29 64 1003 (114,394)

Mother 103 39 52 1013 (203, 468)
Children's Gender*

Son 9¢ 29 63 1018 (127,883)

Daughter 93 38 53 1003 (170,571)
ghildren's GPA at High School

Mostly A's 51 13 83 1012 (34,205)

Mostly B's - half A's and half 8's 2% 32 66 1003 (120,272)

Mostly C's - half B's and half C's 13¢ 39 48 1003 (131,318)

Mostly bulow N's - half C's

and halt D's 223 ok 24 100% (27,196)

*Father aspiration is used for crosstabs with father occupation and father gender; mother
aspiration is used for ¢ sstabs with mother occupat ion and mother gender.

*tuor significant at 0.05 leval when unweightes sample is used to calculate statistics.
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Table 4.7. A nmultiple regression analysis on Hispanic Parental Aspiration

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

(Separately for father and wother)”

Correlation Matrix,

Means, Standard Deviations (father coeffecients above diagonal weighted N=104,151;

below diagonal weighted N=189,975)

mother coeffecients

Parental lower Spanish Male _
Aspiration Prof. white home child GPA X S.D.
Parental Aspiration -- .249 .019 .084 .150 247 7.29 2.14
Professionals o4 -- -.163 -.267 .009 -.054 .30 . k6
Lower White . 201 -.190 -- .087 .056 -.050 .06 .23
Spanish home -.033 -. 125 -.219 -- .051 .132 .38 RT)
\ Male Child .015 .069 .016 -.028 -- .019 N1 .50
D
"" GPA .327 107 -.07% .187 -.052 -- 80.99 7.91
Mean (X) 6.88 Y .22 42 .39 80.05 -- --
Standard Deviation (S.D) 2.36 .32 L4l .49 .49 8.16 -- --
Standardized Regression Equations
i a2 = 0.17 for father: Aspiration = 0.30(PROF) + 0,06(LOWER WHITE) “*+ 0.12(SPANISH HOME) ™"
+ .13(MALE STUD)** + 0.25(GPA)

R? = 0.16 for mother: Aspiration

+ 0.03"* (MALE STUD) + 0.35 (GPA)

0.00(PROF) ** + 0.22(LOWER WILITE) - 0.05  (SPANISH HOME)

"Parental Aspiration is a scale of 10 from below high student (1)
dunmy variables created from father and mother ocgupation, with manual worker as the criterion category.
is a dummy variable, IsSpanish howe, O=English home; so is male child, I=male, O=female.

to Ph.D (1°). Professional, lower white are two

** Not significant at 0.0% level when unweighted N is used for the statistical tests.

Toxt Provi c
.. 0 . . "
. . e - . - - T . .
e
Rt

- R O ..

Spanish home
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Part I11l1. The Structural Perspective
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Chapter 5: The Barrio 3chools

As an alternaive to the cultural denrivation perspective which
argues that Hispanic home lack the achievement motivation for a Hispanic
chilg's success (Bloom., Davis, and Hess, 1965; Gordon and Wilkerson,

1966; Helier, 1966; Riessman, 1963), the faulty barrio school thesis

(Carter, 1971; Carter and 3egura, 1979) has made a significant
contribution to our understanding of the Hispanic educational process.
Briefly stated, the faulty school thesis argues that Hispanic children
have low educational attainment because the schools they sttend are
failing them, not because there is something deficient in Hispanic
children, Hispanic homes, or Hispanic culture. This thesis holds that
Hispanic children attend schools which are ethnically segregated,
under-financed, poorly equipped, staffed by inferior teachers, offering
irrelevant curriculum, and dominated by authoritarian rules. These
barrio school characteristics are said to produce a ncgative school
environment which inhibits learning, promotes absenteeism and alienation,
and leads to Hispanic children dropping out of school. This faulty
barrio school thesis bas important policy implicstions because it calis
for improvement of Hispanic schools rather than for adjustment of

Hispanic children to the school programs.

Carter's researches (Carter, 1971; Carter snd Segura, 1979),
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however was conducted in the 1960s and the early 1970s. During t' t
time, massive institutional changes had just started to take place, and
it was too early to observe their full impact on Hispanic education. The
favity barrio school thesis might, therefore, be outdated by its own
success in achicving school reforms. Consequently, it is necessary to
examine anew the major tenets of the faulty school thesis to determine

whether it is still valid in the 1980s.

In this chapter we will first examine more closely the major tenets
of the faulty barrio school thesis. Second, we will describe the most
r;cent national longitudinal data set which contains enormous amounts of
information on barrio schools as well as on other types of schools.
Third, we will use the national data set to examine the validity of the
faulty school thesis. Finally, we will comment on the implications of

our findings.

The Faulty Barrio School Thesis

Ethnic Segregation of Barrio Schools The faulty school thesis

holds that students are ethnically segregated into barrio schools. While
de jure segregation has been declared unconstitutional, Hispanic children
still attend schools where they form the ethnic majority. The result of

this ethnic segregation is the isolation of Hispanic children from
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substantial contact with other ethnic groups. Since the barrio schools
sre generally staffed by Anglo administrators and teachers, it is
asserted that barrio school staff have done little to promote Hispanic
parental participation in school activities, consequently, leading to a
dearth of real communication between the harrio schools and the Hispanic
community. For our research purpose, the key issue s whether
desegregation efforts, such as busing, have changed the pattern of ethnic
segregation and isolation. in the late 1970s, Carter and Segura (1979)
predicted that ethnic segregation would continue. We need to investigate
whether this is true in the 1980s.

-

Under-Financing of Barrio Schools It has been suggested that

school districts with high parcentages of Hispanic students have
generally been under-financed because it is impossible to tax the
eccnomically depressed community at higher rates. While barrio schools
may have low school revenue, the availability of federal and state
financial ossistance in the 1970s might have solved this under-finance
problem. Considering the possiblity of strong barrio school! finance,
Carter and Segura (1979:226) observe that “California children residing
in poor districts will have spproximately the same amount .f money spent
on their schooling as they would if they lived in rich districts.” While
this observation may apply in (alifornia, we need to investigate whether

it is true for barrio schools in other states as well.




Poor Facilities in Barrio Scnhools Related to the school finance

issue is the possibility of poorer facilities in barrio schools. Given
low revenue, barrio schools have seldom been able to update their
physical plants. It has besn pointed out that the lower the
socioeconomic status of students in a school, the poorer the quality of
the school's physical facilities. 0ld Mexican schools are frequently

reported as being overcrowded, badly maintained, pourly furnished, and

|
rundown. If such deplorable conditions are seen as 8 baseline, it would ‘
be interesting to study if and how facilities might have been improved in

the 1980s. Further, it would be interesting to determine if barrio
schools possess other modern equipment, such as media production and ‘
|
|

subject area resource center, as well as more modern physical facilities.

Inferior and Inadquately Trained Teachers in Barrio Schoolss In

addition to poor school facilities, barrio schools are reported to hve 8
high percentage of inferior and inadequately trained teachers. It has
often been said that minority schools serve as training institutions.
Beginning teachers are often assigned there, and those who do well are
subsequently moved to high status (more Anglo) schools. Those teachers
who remain in minority schools are described as having low morale,
lacking motivation to teach, and frequently absent from duty. Little
research has been carried out on this sensitive issue. Consequently, we
do not know whether teachers in barrio schools are inferior in

qualifications or lacking in motivation as compared to teachers in other
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kinds of schools.

Irrclevant Curriculum in Barrio Schools Another assertion of the

faulty barrio school thesis is irrelevant curriculum. Barrio schools
offer few advanced .ourses that prepare Hispanic students to enter higher
education. It is also argued that barrio schools seldom modify their
formal curriculum to include elements relevant to the languages, |ives,
expectations, and experiences of Hispanic children. For example, Carter
(1971) points out that most barrio schools do not offer Spanisl-surnamed
students an opportunity to learn about Hispanic heritages or the Spanish
language. However, the implementation of new federal programs in the
1960s and 1970s, such as ethnic studies and bilingual programs, way have

made the barrio school curriculum more relevant to the needs of Hispanic

students. Hence, we need to find out whether this is so in the 1980s.

Authoritarian Rules in Barrio Schools Barrio schools are said to

be less permissive than Anglo schools within the same district. Carter
explains this authoritarian school rules phenomena by culture and
language gap between schiool staff and students: ""Their culture and
language are unknown and had. It appears that the larger the percentage
of Mexican-American students the more necessary Is the use of strong
suthority in order to control and convert them" (Carter, 1971:96). In
the wake of the Civil Rights Movement and student protests in the late

1960s and the early 1970s, however, there seems now to be a swing of the
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pendulum from authoritarian rules to excessive permissiveness and school
snarchy. It is argued that once the authority of the school
administrators is challenged, they develop a 'don't care' attitude,
encouraging the spread of school disciplinary problems such as robbery
and drugs. Since little up-to-date research has been carried out on
barrio schools in the 1980s, it is not known whether authoritarianism or

anarchism is more prevalent in barrio schools today.

The faulty school thesis argues that these factors have produced a
negative school enviroraent which leads to low Hispanic educational
achievement. But as we have previously pointed out, one or more of these
bar-io school characteristics may have been transformed as a result of
the institutional changes in the 1970s. Our tasks then are to
investigate whether any of these characteristics have changed, whether
students in barrio schools still have |.wer educational achievement than
those in other types of schools, and in what ways changing the barrio
schoo! characteristics relates to educational achievement. In order to
snswer the above questions, it is necessary to have a national
longitudinal data set which includes information on barrio school
characteristics and student achievement. The High School and Beyond data

set is particularly useful for our purposes.

The High School and Beyond Data Set
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Funded by the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) .nd
conducted by the National Opinion Research Center (NORC), the High § hool
and Beyond data set (#Ss8B) was the first wave of national long? r.@inecl
siudy of the cohorts of high school students in the United St. es i
1980. Over 30,000 sophomores and 28,000 seniors enrolled in 1,01 .*>.ic
and private high schools across the nation participited in study.
The HSSB sample represents the nation's 10th and 12th grade ,op: lations,
totaling about 3.8 million sophomores and 3 mil” o seniors in more than

21,000 schools (Peng et. al., 1981; NORC, 1980a; So, 383) .

Most of the dats on the schoc's were collected . ="we>n "ebruary and
May 1980. A field representative left a copy of the sci -« questionnaire
with the principal and asked that he (or his designate) fill it out. The
representative then picked up the questionnaire on the survey day. If it
was not yet completed, the principal was asked to mail it to NORC. |If
the questionnaire was nnt received at the central office within 2 weeks,
follow up telephone calls were made to the schools. Because of these
efforts, a total of 988 school questionnaires out of 1,015 schools were

completed, representing a response rate of 97% (NORC, 1980b).
Since the school questionnaire was completed by a school official,
it may represent the school edministrator's viewpoint rather than an

objective assessment. For instance, it is possible that administrators
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it

may under-estimate teacher's absenteeism while over-stating student's
college-going rate. However, as Cicourel and Kituse (1963) point out,
school official definitions have important Implications on student
behavior and thus should be taken into consideration in studying the
impact of school characteristics on student achievement. For this
reason, we present the figures as they are reported by the school
administrators, although we want to point out the possibility of

administrator biases.

Moreover, we confine our analyses to the public schools only.
Since we want to find out whether the new federal progracs have any
impact on barrio school students, it is inappropriate to include private
schools in our sampie. Furthermore, private high density Hispanic

schools have been found to be quite different from public barrio schools

(Carter, 1971).

Due tocp the ethnic heterogenity of the barrio public schools,, it is
necessary to classify them into the following three categories: (1)

Hispanic school, in which Hispanics are the majority of the student

population (503 or more), and no other ethnic student group dominates the
schoo) population (both Black and white students are less than 302 of the

studnet population). (2) Hispanic-white school, in which both Hisp-nics

and whites are over 303 of the student popriation, while Black are under

303. (3) Hispanic-black school, in which both Hispanic and Black are
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over 303 of the student population, while the white students are under
303. Table 5.1 reports the sample characteristics of these three types
of barrio schools. Hispanic schools have an average of 80% Hispanic
students and the remaining students are mostly white. Hispanic-white
schools have approximately equal numbers of Hispanic &nd white students.
Hispanic-black schools have approximately 493 Hispanic students, 40%
black students, and 113 white students. There may be substantial
differznces among these three types of barrio schools in terms of school
characteristics and student achievement, and these intra-barrio school
differences are often neglected hy social resecrchers.

Characteristics of these three types of barrio schocls will be

compared with characteristics of white schools, where over 98% of the

student body is white. Bsrrio schools will also be compured with Black
schools, where over 703 of the student body is Black, and with All public
schools, which is composed of all the public schools ir the U.S. Our
disucssion, however, will mainly focus on the similarities &nd
differences between the three types of high density Hispanic schools &nd
the white schr-ls. in passing, it msy be noted that the cutoff point
used *o define the various school types is based on two consideration:
We wanted to include as many schcols from the HSEB data set 2s possible
in our analyses, but at the same time try to maintain the distinctive

ethnic characteristics of each type of school.
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Overall, the total sample of 868 public schools consists of 40
Hispanic schcols, 48 Hispanic-white schools, 18 Hispanic-black schools,
54 black schools, 198 white schools. These sample figures project to 171
Hispanic schools, 290 Hispanic-white schools, 79 Hispanic-black schools,
799 Black schools, and 6251 white schools in tne 16,042 public school
universe. Sinze the HSEB data set ovarsampled Hispanic school., all the
figures presented in the tables of this chapter are based upon the

weighted population estimates instead of the sample estimates.

vable 5.1 shows that the Hispanic schools are generally larger than
the white schools (1,191 students versus 513 students), and have a larger
percentage of students classified as disadvantaged (49% versus 102).
With respect to the mixed ethnic schools, the Hispanic-white schools seem
more similiar to the white schools than to the Hispanic schools; whereas
Hispanic-Black schools have characteristics of both the Hispanic schools
and the Black schools. There are also geographical differences. The
Hispanic schools and the Hispanic-white schools were mostly drawn from
the West; the Hispanic-Black schools and the white schools were drawn
mostly from the North and the North-east; and the Black schocls were

distributed across the South, the West, and the North.

With these sample school characteristics in mind, iet us examine

the faulty barrio school thesis with the HSs8 data.
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Results

Ethnic Segregation in Barrio Schools The assertion that Hispanic

children attend segregated schools is supported by the findings presented
in Table 5.2. While the Hispanic schools are only 13 of the U.S. public
schools, they contain 233 of all Hispanic students and 213 of all
Hispanic teachers. When we examine all three types of barrio schools
(i.e. Hispanic, Hispanic-white, Hispanic-black), together they make up
3.5% of U.S. public schools, tut they contain 47% of Hispanic students
and 393 of Hispanic teacners. This finding suggest that almost half of
;he nation's Hispanic students and four-tenths of the nation's Hispanic
teachers are placed in only 543 public barrio schools. This intensive
segregation pattern can also be observed for the Blacks: Thirty-six

percent of black students and 403 of Black teachers are placed in 793

public ghetto schools.

Dominance of white teachers is shown in Table 5.3. While Hispanic
schools have an average of 803 of Hispanic students, they have a higher
percentage of white teachers (52%) than Hispanic teachers (46%). This
dominance of white teachers is even more obvious in Hispanic-white
schools and Hispanic-Black schools, where the percentage of white
teachers reaches as high as 862 and 653 respectively. However, in white
schools where 993 of the students are white, almost all the teachers are

white: There was no Black teachers and only 1% of Hispanic teachers in
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white schools.

How does this pattern of ethnic segregatior: and the dominance of
white teachers affect the relationship between the barrio schools and the
Hispanic community? Table 5.3 suggests a dearth of real communicatiocn
between the barrio schools and Hispanic parents. In the Hispanic-Black
schools, almost haif of the school administrators judge parents' lack of
interest in student progress and in school matters as serious. Similarly
in the Hispanic schools, approximately one out of three administrators
judge parents' lack of interest as serious. In contrast, only 7% of
administrtors in white schools judge parents' lack of interest as
serious. This figure suggests that white parents are more involved with

the white schools than the Hispanic parents are with the bartio schools.

These findings show that aimost half of the hispanic students still
attends highly segregated schools which are only weakly linked to the
Hispanic community. (It appears that desegregation efforts in the late
1960s and early 1970s have not changed the dominant pattern of ethnic
segregation and isolation. it is important, therefore, to study whether

the other institutinnal characteristics are similiarly unaffected.

Under-finance of Barrio Schools The question of whether fed>ral

programs have strengthened the financial position of the burrio schools

is difficult to answer. While dsta presented in Table 5.4 addresses this
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issue, we must interpret the figures cautiously. Almost 503 of the
schools were relucant to reveal information regarding school finance.
Thus the figures reported in Table 5.4 are based only on those schools
that revealed their per pupil expenditure data. In addition, there may
be a regional effect since almost all Hispanic schools were drawn from
the West and the white schools were mostly selected from the North. Thus

the doilar figures in Table 5.4 are merely suggestive and not conclusive.

The figures on expenditure per pupil at the district level show
that districts containing Hispanic and white schools spend approximately
the same money pe- pupi! ($1,663 and $1,648 respectively). However, the
figures on expenditure per pupil at the school level show that Hispanic
schools spend $323 less than the average school in the district, while
the white schools spend $154 more than the average school in the
district. Comparing Hispanic and white school per pupil expenditure
shows that white schools spend $458 more per pupil than the Hispanic
schools. these figures alone support the sssertion that barrio schools
are under-financed compared to white schools. However, when we examine
other types of barrio schools, e.g. the Hispanic-black schools, our

findings support the equal-finance statement.

The Hispanic-Black schools' expenditure per pupil is close to that
of the white schools ($1,903 and $1,802 respectively). Hispanic-Black

schools may have more money to spend or their students due to their
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participation in federally funded programs. Nearly all the
Hispanic-Black schools participated in the Title 1 program for the
economically disadvantaged (1003), the Title IV program for the library
(93%), the Title VIl program for bilingual education (98%), as well as in
the comprehensive employment and training ect program (962). These
participation figures are the highest among all ihe schools types
reported here. There may therefore be a connection between participation
in federal and state financial programs and the upgrading of the
financial position of the barrio schocls. if this is so, we need to
determine if there is also an upgrading in the facilities available to

the students.

Poor Facilities in Barrio Schools Table 5.5 shows school facility

data. The Hispanic-Black schools again stand out on 2a number of
characteristics, such as physical facilities, learning centers, and
suppportive personnel. Except for the fact that few Hispanic-Black
schools hsve indcor student lounges, these schools have the highest
percentages of departmental office (67%), student cafeterias (98%),
occupational training centers (38%), media production facilities (682%),
teaching resources for teachers (40%), remedial reading and math
laboratories (100%), 1 or more counselors (1003), curriculum specialists
(M6%), remedial specialists (92%), librarians (1003), teaching aids

(100%), and security guards (100%).
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The other types of barrio schools, i.e., the Hispanic schools and
the Hispanic-white schools offer approximately the same kind of
facilities as the white schools. Whereas the barrio schools have large
library holdings, they have less books per pupil. In terms of physical
facilities, barrio schools have a higher percentage on indoor student
lounges; but are similiar to the white schools in departmental office,
student cafeteria, and child care facilities. Hispanic schiols,
Hispanic-white schools, and white schools have equivalent, and high
percentages, of modern teaching facilities such as media production,
counselors, remedial laboratories and remedial specialists.,

These findings then do not support the assertion that the barrio
schools offer poorer facilities than the white schools. Perhaps the
ma: sive efforts in the 1960s to adjust the child to the school
environment have contributed to equivalent facilities in the barrio
schools and white schools. However, upgrading school facilities is one
thing; raising the quality of barrio teachers is another. The success of
the former does not imply the latter. For this reasvn, we also have to

examine the barrio school teachers.

inferior Teache:s in Barrio Schools Table 5.6 shows that barrio school

teachers are equivalent to white school teachers in terms of percentage
of teachers with M.A. or Ph.D. degrees, by the first salary step for a

B.A. degree, rate of teacher turnover, and stability of teachers at a
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school for 10 years or more. Thus the barrio and white schoo! teachers
have similiar academic parparation levels, they earn similar salaries,

and they stay in their respective schools equally long.

Other indicators, however, do not show such a favorable picture.
The student-teacher ratio in the barrio schools is generally higher than
that in the white schools, indicating that students in the barrio schools
are more likely to be placed in larger classes and receive less teacher
attention than their counterparts in white schools. In addition,
teachers in Hispanic-white and Hispanic-Black schools are more likely to
strike (122 and 45%) than teachers in white schools (3%). Thus the
teachers in Hispanic-white and Hispanic-Black schools may be more
dissatisfied with their teaching conditions than thzir counterparts in

the white schools.

Dissatisfaction is also suggested by the answers to teacher
absenteeism and lack of motivation. Although these questions were
answered by school administrators and might reflect attempts to mininize
the degree of teacher dissatisfaction, it is still surprising that only
5% of Hispanic-Black school administrators and 103 of Hispanic school
administrators report no teacher absenteeism problem. Moreover, 463 of
Hispanic-Black school administrators and 213 of Hispanic school
administrators report that teacher absenteeism is a moderate or serious

problem. For the white schools, the figures on teacher absenteeism are
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much lower. Only 162 of the white school admiristrators judged

absenteeism to be a moderate or serious problem and 84% report that it is
a minor problem cor does not exist at all. Comparatively teacher

absenteeism seems to be a serious problem in barrio schools.

These findings together suggest that despite the fact tht the
barrio school and white school teachers have similar academic preparation
and stay in their schools equally long, the former teaches a larger
class, is more likely to strike. has a higher absenteeism rate and is
more alienated from teacher than the latter. All these findings sulgest
;hat, teacher qualification aside, the teaching services delivered to

students by barric teachers may not be as good as those delivered by

their white school counterparts.

irrelevant Surriculum in Barrio Schools it has been argued that

barrio school curriculum neither prepares students to enter higher
education nor irncludes culturally relevant courses that are sensitive to
the needs of Hispanic students. The findings in Table 5.7 enable us to

examine this asserticn more closely.

College prepartory course are offered in the barrio schools in
spproximetely the same proportion as they are offered in the white
schools. Most of the barrio schools offer chemistry, physics,

trigonometry. A considerable percentage of the barrio schools also offer
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scademic courses such as calculus, economics, and psychology, and

advanced language courses such as 3rd year Spanish and French. in
addition, applied courses such as automechanics and wood/mechanics shop
are taught in similar proportions in barrio and non-barrio schools.
Further, comparably small proportions of the barrio and non-barrio
schools offer college board advaice placement courses (202 in the
Hispanic schools, 293 in the Hispanic-white schools, 45% ir the

Hispanic-Black schools, and 223 in the white schools).

In terms of culturally relevant courses, however, there a.e
striking differences between barrio and white school offerings.
Culturally relevant ~ourses, such &8s bilingual and ethnic studies
programs, are almost non-existent in the white schools. While tne
relevance of offering minority culture courses in schools where the
student body is entirely non-minority may be questioned, omission of such
courses denies white students an opportunity to know the culture,
language, and the life styles of other ethnic groups. On the other hand,
when a student body is compound primarily of minorit ' students culturally

relevant courses are more commonly of fered.

Among the three types of barrio schoc's, the Hispanic-Black schools
offer the most culturally relevant course. Almost all of the
Hispanic-Black schools offer bilingual programs and about two-thirds of

them oifsr ethnic or Black studies and mother tongue courses. The
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percentages of cuiturally relevant courses offered in the other two types
of barrio schools are much lower. For example, although 832 of the
Hispanic schools offer bilingual programs, only 33% of them offer ethnic
studies and mother tongue courses. This 332 is a surprisingly low
figure, considering tnhat es high as 803 of the students in these schools
sre Hispanic. This means only about one-third of the Hispanic schools
pay attention to the ethnic heritage and the mother tongue of the
students. In addition, interpreting this low 333 ethnic studies figure
together with the high 832 bilingual program figure suggests that the
bilingual programs offered in the Hispanic schools are mostly so-called

language shift programs rather than cultural maintenance programs.

Overall, we find that curriculum are comparable in barrio and white
schools in terms of epplied and college preparatory courses, but the
barrio schools curriculum is still far from being culturally relevant to
the needs of Hispanic students. |f this is so, the faulty school thesis
argues that authoritarian rules are often imposed in the barrio schools

in order to control the culturally alien Hispanic students.

Authoritarian Rules in Barrio Schools In examining the school

rules, daty in lable 5.8 suggests that barrio and white schools impose
spproximately the same rules on students. Both barrio and white schools
have rules regarding student's dresz and smoking. Both barrio and white

schools close the school grounds at lunch and require hall passes. Both
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types of schools hold students responsible fo. -operty damage.

However, a higher incidence of student cisciplinary problems is
noted in the barrio schools than in the white schools. While school
administrators may have under-reported the incidence of disciplinary
problems in their schools, a large number of barrio schools report
serious or moderate vandalism (60%), student use of drugs or alcohol
(563), robbery or theft (193), and physical confict smong students (10%).
The above figures apply to Hispanic-white schools, but similiar figures

sre also reported for Hispanic and Hispanic-Black schools.

The above findings confirm the general impression of severe
disciplinary problems in the barrio schools. .n the place of
authoritarian rules, there is an anarchy of social controls in the barrio
schools. The barrio school administrators are unable to enforce school
rules as effectively as the white school people. How this anarchy of

school rules relates to student achievement will be studied in the next

two sections.

Low Student Achievement in Barrio Schools The faulty barrio

school thesis argues that the socisl characteristics of the barrio
schools have prcduced 8 negative environment which inhibits Hispanic
students from succeeding in school. The findings in Table 5.9 support

this assertion. Th. barrio schools tend to have & much higher rate of




students cutting classes, being absent from schcol, and dropping out than
the white schools. Two-thirds of the Hispanic-Black school
administrators judge. cutting of classes as a moderate or serious
problem. 95% iudged student absenteeism as & moderate or serious
problems. And 223 of the students entering the Hispanic-Black schools at
grade 10 dropped out before graduation. Corresponding achievement
figures for the white schools suggest a lower percentage of schoo!
sdministrator. judgiag cutting of classes and absentceism as moderate to

serious problems (283 and 443 respectively), and a arop out rate of 7%.

It is not sufficient to merely report the low educational
achievement of students in the barrio schools. We need to know more
about the ways in which the social characteristics of the barrio schools

are related to the student's low achievement.

Barrio School Characteristics and Ansenteeism To determine the

relationship between barrio school characteristics and student
achievement, we have construct:d an absenteeism scale by s..ming the
responses to the questions regarding student cutting of class and
absenteeism. We chose these variables because we think they can tell us

sbout student achievem:nt as much as the usual test scores.

Table 5.10 reports the corrclation ra“‘os. Before interpreting the

findings, however, we want to caution the reader sbout our small sample
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size. There are only 18 Hispanic-Black schools, 40 Hispanic schools, and
48 Hispanic-white schools ir our sample. These small samples prevent us
from performing multi-variate analyses such as multiple regressin-.. Thus

the figures in Table 5.10 ere merely simple correlations w:thecut

controlling for any other variables.

in Table 5.10 we need to examine not only the magnitude but also
the sign of the sign of the correlation ratio. Magnitude shows the size
of the relationship and the sign of the ratio shows the direction of the
impact of the school characteristics. A negative sign suggests a lower
probability of absenteeism and cutting of class and thus represents a
contribution toward educational achievement. A positive sign suggests a

higher tendency toward absenteeism and tius should be avoided.

Impact of wvarisbles related to ethnic segregation vary across
different types of barrio schools. In Hispanic schools, an increase in
the percentage of Hispanic teachers is strongly related to lower
absenteeism (-.563). In Hispanic-Black schools, increases in the
percentages of both Hispanic teachers (-4.95) and Black teachers (-.365)
are strongly related to lower absenteeism. In addition, an increase in
the percentage of white teachers is related to an increase in absenteeism
in the Mispanic schools (.490) and Hispanic-Black schools (.540). These
correlations support the ethnic literature's assertion that Hispanic

tcachers may be more sympathetic than white teachers to Hispanic
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students.

We run correlation analyses for the rest of the schoo!
characteristics variables, but w2 only report those which reveal
interesting findings for the sake of simplicity. With respect to
facility variables, number of books in the library is only weakly related
to absenteeism in both the Hispanic schools and the Hispanic-Black
schocls. Only in white schools {-.279) and in Hispanic-white schools
(-.534) is the size of the library strongly related to lower absenteeism.
This finding suggest that the improvement of physical and learning
;acilities in the minority schools may not related to reducing

absenteeism, as that in the white schools.

Regarding student-teacher rstios, the number of students per
teacher is positively related to student absenteeism, suggesting that
less teacher attention may be related to students' tendency to cut
classes and be absent from school. This is an expected observation; what
is unexpected is that this high correlation between student-teacher ratio
and student absenteeism is uniformly observed across all the three types
of barrio schools and white schools. Thus, regardless of a school's
ethnic composition, reducing the student-teacher ratio might be an

effective way to lower absenteeism.
The minority culture curriculum variable a'so lowers the
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adsenteeism rate across the barrio schools. A st?ong correlation is
noted between studert absenteeism and lack of minority culture courses
offered in the three types of barrio schools. This finding provides
support for the ethnic literature's assertion that a culturally relevant
curriculum may arouse student interest in education and thus reduce the

rate of absenteeism and cutting of classes.

Finally, there is supporting evidence for the assertion that
students who have disciplinary problems are more likely to lose interest
in school activities. When a barrio school has a high rate of
student-student conflict or student-teacher conflict, there is also a
high incidence in student absenteeism and cutting of class. The
correlation ratios between discip!inary variables and absenteeism are
highest for the Hispanic-Black schools, but the correlations in other
barrio schools are also strong and in a direction that supports the

relationship.

Conclusion and Discussion

The faulty barrio school thesis argues that ethnic segregation,
under-{inancing, poor facilities, Inferior teachers, irrelevant
curriculum, and authoritarian rules are barrio school characteristics
that have led to lower educational achievement among Hispanic students.

The thrust of this thesis Is that the school characteristics, not the
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students' cultura! background, produce Hispanic student failure. In
light of the institutional changes of the 1960s and the 1970s, barrio
school characteristics may have changed and thus might have a cifferent

impact on student achievement.

From our analyses of the school file from the HSEB data set, we
find that ethnic segregetion persists in the barrio schools; that some of
ihs barrio schools have improved their financial position as a result of
participation in federal programs; that many barrio schools have upgraded
their physical facilities to include modern learning equipment; “hat
barrio teachers are technically qualified to teach but have little
committment to do so; that the barrio schools offer a curriculum that is
strong in technical instruction but weak in cultural sensitively; and
that barrio schools have a high incidence of vandalism, robbery, drug
usage, physical conflicts, and rape. We also find that studen.
achievement in the barrio schools is still lower than student achievement

in white schools, especially in terms of the rates of student cutting

classes, being absent, and dropping out.

in order to study how the barrio school characteristics are related
to student achievement, our simple correlation araiyses suggest that
large student-teacher ratios, lack of ethnic prog-ams, and prevalence of
disciplinary problems are positively related to student cutting of

classes and absenteeism. Physical facilities, such as library size, has
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litt'e correlation with student absenteeism, but the presence of a large
percentage of Hispanic teachers s negatively related to student

absenteeism.

Overall, it seems that the institutional changes of the 1960s and
1970s strengthened school financial conditions. upgraded physical
facilities, recruited technically qualified teachers, offered a technical
curriculum, and weakened authoritarianism ia the barrio schools. But
many of the old barrio school characteristics still prevail in the 1980s,
such as ethnic segregation, culturally (insensitive curriculum,
uncommitted teaching, and serious student disciplinary problems. What is
problematic with the institutional changes of the 1960s is that what they
have changed, such as library resources and higher teacher technical
qualifications, may not be positively related to student achievement.
Further, the characteristics that the programs of the 1970s have failed
to change, such as ethnic segregation snd culturally insensitive

teachers, have a strong impact on student achievement.

In summary, despite the improvements due to institutional changes
of the 1960s and 1970s, the faulty barrio school thesis is largely
substantiated by our findings in the 1980s: Hispanic students still cut
class, are absent from, and drop out of school as a result of the

negative social environment in the barrio schools.
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The next chapter will provide another angle to examine the negative

social environmen* in school by studying reacher's biases toward Hispanic

students.
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Appendix

The way to calcuste the figures in Table 5.2 is as follows. The
Hispanic student figure is derived first by multiplying the total number
of the high school membership varible by the percentage of Hispanic
student varisble. Once we get the actual number of Hispanic students in
each school, we can sum it over all the public schools to get the total
number of Hispanic students in the public schools. The figur . on the
Black and White students, and those on the teachers, are derived in a
similiar way. Two cautions, however, should be mentioned here. First,
the School Codebood (NORC, 1981) points out that a few administrators may
add the percentages of ethnic student incorrectly, thus the sum of the
percentage of white, Black, Asian, indian, and other students may not be
equal to 100 We have looked into this fact Py summing up the
percentages of all the students in the high density ethnic schools.
Almost a!! the schools report this total percentage figure in a range

from 95% to 777*rlrie?
? 7MM7%n the Hispanic-black schools and the

Black schools have the total percentage as low as 90 and as high as 110.
Consequently, it seems that the error of suming up percentages should
substantially affect the population estimates in Table 5.2. Second,
there may be a problem of underestimating the Hispanic student population
in the HSEB data set. We therefore compared our figures with those given

by Brown et. al. in 1981, entitled "The Condition of Education for
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Hispanic Americans', published by the National Center for Education
STatistics. Brown et. al. only provide figures on public elementary and
secondary schools, which are 2,807,000 Hispanic and 33,223,000 white
students in grades 1-12. Since the schools in the HS&B sample cover
grades 10-12, multipling Brown's national estimates by a quarter gives
727,000 Hispanic and 8,307,000 white high school students. These two
national estimates, when compared to our own (634,000 Hispanic students
and 8,623,000 white students, shown in Table 5.2) show that there may be
a possibility of underestimating of Hispanic students in the HS&B sample.
Howev.r, the above comparison is only suggestive because the definition
of dispanic students in the two data sets may be different, because of
the higher drop out rate of Hispanic students, and because of the growth

of Hispanic population through migration between 1976 and 1980.
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Table 5.1. Types of School and their characteristics

Hispanic Hispanic
Hispanic Black White White 8lack All Public
50T+ Hispanic 30%+ Hispanic 30%+ Hispanic 983+ J0%+
30¢- white 30%- White 30t~ White White Black
Pefinition 302- Black 303~ Black 3Jo2- 8lack
Sanple N &0 18 (1] 198 Sk 856
Welchited population estimate 171 ” 290 6,251 799 16,042
3 of all public school 1% .53 r2 3 39% 53 1003
Total student membership (x) 1,191 1,503 803+ 513 9l 758+
taber of handicapped student (x) 29+ 52 W2 20+ Jus 292
2 of student classified as 93 (4.} 313 103 603 iIn
disadvantage (x)
court desegregation in effect 3 yes 153 63 (1% 4 b4 3 583 23
2 of student bused in for racial 13 13 13 (11 23 13
balance (x)
2 of Hispanlc student (x) 80 49 u8 \ 2+ 58
% of Hispanic teachers (x &6 16 13 | I* 2*
% of Black students (x) 2 w0 5 0+ 9i 12¢
% of Black teachers (%) 2* 19 I 0 59 LA
% of White students (%) 16 " 46 99 s 82
% of White teachers (x) 52 65 86 100 ") 9l
 of students from non-English home (=) 49 45 34 I+ I* [
2 of teachers living within five miles ] Ll &8 5l 32 L1
of school (%)
Region (2)
North 23 903 L} 103 2 SI%
South 3 4 | 10 (1} 17
Vest 95 6 95 i3 ¥ »n

AThe mean is less than its standard deviation.
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Table 5.2. An Estimation of Ethnic Segregation in the U.S. Public Schools.

Hispanic Hispanic

Hispanic Black white White Black All Public
Number of students
Hispanic 144,000 55,000 90,000 31,000 16,000 634,000
Black 7,000 51,000 8,000 10,000 591,000 1,639,000
wWhite 24,000 11,000 95,000 3,017,000 Ly, 000 8,623,000
Number of Teachers
Hispanic 3,000 600 2,000 2,000 600 14,000
{ Black 300 700 200 600 20,000 50,000
- White 5,000 3,000 9,000 184,000 16,000 562,000
Y
S % of Public Schools } 0.5% 2% 392 5% 1002 (N=16,042)
t
% of certain type of student
in that type of Schoo:
Hispanic students 23% 9% L} 4 5% 3 100% (H=634,000)
Black students 0% 32 13 13 362 1003 {(N=1,639,000)
white students 0% 0% 13 35% 13 1003 (N=8,623,000)
% of certain type of teacher
in that type of school
Hispanic teachers 21% b 143 1} by 1003 (N=14,000)
Black teachers 0% 12 0% 13 (i}4 100% (N=50,000)
white teachers 12 0.5% 2% 33% 3 1003 (N=562,000)

kAppendix | describes how the figures in this table are derived from the H5&8B data set.
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Table 5.3. Ethnic Composition Within the Schools and Asministrators Attitudes Towards the Parents

Hispanic Hispanic
Administrators' attitudes Hispanic Black White White Black All Public

Parent lack of interest in

student progress (%)

serious 29% 493 172 7% 22% 123
moderate 35 38 47 18 57 42
minor 36 12 36 52 20 42
not at all 0 1 l [ 1 ]
\ Parent lack interests in
- school matter (%)
» serious 313 483 18% 7% 25% 13
~J moderate 29 41 51 36 58 42
t minor 41 1] 31 45 17 1)

not at all 0 0 0 12 0 8




Table 5.4. School Finance and Participation in Federal Programs

H!spanic Hispanic
Hispanic Black White White Black All Public
District per pupil
expenditure (x) $1,663 $2,009 $1,559 $1,648 $1,420 $1,618
High School per_pupil
expenditure ix? $1,340 $1,903 $2,015 $1,802 $1,292 $1,709
Federal Program (% participate)
ESEA Title | (economic
disadvantage) 84 100 8\ Th 59 70
) ESEA Title IV-B (library) 8v 93 77 92 86 87
- ESEA Title IV=C (education
5 innovation) b 24 38 37 21 38
R ESEA Title 1V-D (support
centers) 26 53 25 17 37 24
EStA Title Vit (bilingual
education) 75 98 h9 ] 12 13
ESEA Title IX (ethnic
herltage studies) 18 14 20 5 13 8
Indlan Education Act 13 0 12 2 5 9
Emergency school aid act
(desegregation) 28 4 7 0 22 8
school assist in federal
affected areas 51 55 33 20 3 22
Comprehens ive employment &
training act 72 96 71 76 87 77
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Table 5.5. Facilities

Hispanic Hispanic

Hispanic Black White White Black All Public

# of volumes in library 6,521 13,092 10,536 8,672 11,793 9235
§ of volumes In library per

student 12 ] 18 21 18 20
% yes to facilities below
indoor lounge for student 47 5 22 19 19 19
departmental office 29 67 25 26 bo 35
student cafeteria 98 98 81 90 97 92
child or nursery care 13 L] 6 7 10 10
career information center 59 71 75 79 66 79
occupational training center 15 38 14 22 22 24
media production facilities 32 68 28 39 61 42
subject area resources center " 8 12 12 20 13
teaching resources for teacher 17 4o 28 19 19 26
remedial read/mathematics

laboratory 60 100 56 46 72 57
area vocational school

available 54 65 50 63 56 66
! or more counselors 85 100 82 86 100 90
| or more curriculum

speciallst 24 46 13 10 18 15
! or more remedial specialist 62 92 73 6! 64 66
| or more librarian/media

specialist 92 100 74 94 96 94
| or more psychologist 15 22 27 30 8 28
| or more teaching aids 83 100 86 54 86 64
| or more security guards 43 100 16 6 W7 12
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Table 5.6. Teachers

Hispanic Hispanic

Hispanic Black White White Black All Public

# of teachers (x) - 59 83 39 32 L8 35
# of teachers per student (x) 17 20 15 1" 17 15
% of teachers with M.A.

or Ph.D. degree (x) 23 70 31 37 42 38
2 of teacher left, not death

or retirement {x) ] 3 13 K 7* 10%
% of teacher absent on an

average day (x) 4 6 3 3 b 3
% of teacher at school

10 years or more (x) 30 36 29 38 25 35
First salary_step B.A.

degree $ (x) 10,194 10,834 10,302 10,227 10,375 10,311
Teacher striked last b years

(T ves) 4 b5 12 3 31 71
No urion represent teacher

(3 Yes) 37 s 17 16 32 20
Teacher Absenteeism (%)

serious 1% 31 0% (118 67 13

moderate 20% 433 12% 162 22% 172

minor 70% L8% 38% b7% 612 493

not at all 102 5% 50% 362 12 33%
Teacher Lack Commitment/

Mocivation (%)

serious 0% 32 0% 0% 13 §4

moderate 22% 297 182 13% 24t 15%

minor 562 €32 69% 527 60?2 54

not at all 22% 52 1he 35% 152 313

* I3
The mean is less than its standard deviation.
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Table 5.7. Curriculum

Hispanic Hispanic
Hispanic Black White White Black All Public

* YES of the foilowing questions:

Calculus taught
Chemistry taught
€Economics taught
Geometry taught
Physics taught
Psychology taught
Trigonometry taught

3rd year Spanish taught
3rd year German taught
3rd year French taught

_ 3rd year Russian taught

Automechanics taught
Driver training taught
Home Economics taught
Wood/mechanics shop taught

Ethnic or black studies taught
Bilingual Program offered

ESL not offered

Mother tongue not offered

Minority culture course not o fered

College Board aJdvance
Placement courses
Program for gifted/talented




Table 5.8. School Rules and Disciplinary Problems

Kispanic Hispanic
Hispanic Black White white Black All Public
2 YES to the following rules:
School ground closed at lunch 13 38 6 3 56 ko
Student responsible f t
damage | Torible for PrOELIY 100 n 95 97 9 97
Hal| passes required 97 10¢ 93 87 82 84
Mo smok ing rule 88 97 8s 94 C 88
Rules about student's dress 57 " 56 &5 H 54
Vandalism of school property (i)
serious 6 3 e 3 3 )
moderate 13 57 12 21 22 il
minor 56 40 64 65 66 68
not at all 6 0 11 ] 9 7
Robbery or theft (2)
serious | 3 (K 0 | 2
moderate 1) 16 26 " 19 17
minor 60 84 53 74 70 n
not at all 7 0 10 5 9 9
Student use of drugs or alcohol (%)
serlous 0 3 ] 6 8 7
moderate 70 53 48 43 43 LY
minor 30 &4 4 Y] 32 &7
not at all 0 0 ] 16 ]
Physical conflict among students(t)
moderate 6 10 7 5 1} 8
minor 80 88 n 60 78 68
not ar all 13 2 ] 35 8 24
Conflict between student/teacher (*)
moderate | 9 5 6 20 7
minor 8s 23 62 62 76 70
not at all 1 67 3] 3 L] 2)
Rape (3)
moderate 0 0 3 0 0 0
minor 1 30 6 2 9 5
not at all 89 70 9 98 9l 95
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Table 5.9.

Student Achievements .

e T

142

Hispanic Hispanic
Hispanic Black White white Black Al) Public

Average attendance rate (x) 92 77 90 93 87 92
3 of 78-79 class in regular

college (x) 37 39 40 38 13 38
% of student entering grade 10

who drop out later 14 22 4 7 1k 9%
g of 10th grade taking remedial

reading classes (x) - My by 21% 6* 23 10%

remedial Math classes (x) Dy 39 214 L* 27 10%
g YES to minimum competency

test to graduate (x) 23 6h 42 N 28 18
g YES to remedial program for

minimum competency test

failure (x) 35 61 43 13 31 25
Student Absenteeism (%)

serious 18 27 35 3 Lo 1

moderate 64 69 L6 53 L6 K\

minor 18 5 19 8 52 39

not at all 1] 0 1] 5 0 N
Student Cutting Classes (%)

serious 15 28 1 ! 19 6

moderate 32 38 2k 27 52 32

minor 52 34 47 54 2] 50

not at all 0 0 7 18 3 12

*The mean is less than its standard deviation.
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Table 5.10. Correlation Ratios Between School Characteristics and Absenteeism/Cutting Classes

Hispanic Hispanic

School Characteristics Hispanics Black White White Black Al) Public
% of Hispanic faculty -.563 -.495 .126 * * .093
% of Black faculty * -.365 % * -.189 .192
3 of white faculty .490 .540 -.163 # .165 -.219
Library .106 -.133 -.534 -.279 .008 -.293
# of students per teacher .601 .394 410 .403 .051 459
Minority culture not offered .301 .678 .220 .072 .201 .196
Psychical conflict among student .352 478 .50k . 304 .339 .346
Conflict student/teacher -.039 .729 .231 .235 .253 .310
Robbery .h70 .603 136 .361 .601 .307
Vandal ism .339 .660 .611 417 .620 .327
Student use of drugs .034 .648 L 413 .282 .332

%
Correlations cannot be reported because of small variation in the school
characteristic variables.
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Chapter 6: Teacher's Ethnicity and Hispanic Students:
An Exploratory Study of the Teacher File in the
National High School and Beyond Data Set

Since the mid 1960s, the Hispanic and Black research literature have
seen an upsurge in the siuly of teacher-student relationships. Such
research activities have contributed to our understanding of Anglo
teacher's biases toward Hispanic students, and social factors related to
such biases, as well as the development of a conceptual framework to sudy
the labeling process. First of all, the literature has provided research
evidence on the negative treatments of minority students by Anglo
teachers. Parsons'(1965) ethnographic project may be the first
systematic study to call attention to Anglo teacher biases. After
sitting in on numerous classes in a high density Hispanic school near San
Francisco, Parsons reported extensive preferential treatment towards

Anglo students by Anglo teschers:

"Anglo helpers aided the teachers; no Mexican
American children were ever so designated.
Frequently and systematically, teachers ignored
Mexicsr, Averican children's hands in favor of
calling on Anglos. Often, while Mexican American
children were reciting, teachers interrupted them
to lister to an Anglo child. Teachers related very
informally with Anglo children, inquiring about
family affairs and the like; with Mexican American
children they were strict. Teachers went out of
their way to praise and encourage Anglo children
while just as regularly criticizing Mexican
American children (quoted by Weinberg, 1977: 224)."
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Many works on Hispanic students have been carried out following
Parson's lead, but the largest seems to be the United States Commission
on Civil Rights's (1973) investigation of teacher-student interaction in
429 classrooms in 52 schools. Similiar to Parson's findings, this

Commission reports that:

"Teachers praise or encourage Anglo children 36
percent more than Mexican Americans. They use or
build upon the contributions of Anglo pupils fully
40 percent more frequently than those of Chicano
pupils. Combining all types of approving or
accepting teacher behavior, the teachers respond
positively to Anglos sbout 40 percent more than
they do to Chicano students. Teachers also direct
questions to Anglo students 21 percent more often
than they direct them to Mexican American. In
addition, Mexican American pupils receive
significantly less overall attention from the
teacher ... The total picture that emerges from
this study of classroom interaction is one in which
Mexican Ame-ican students are ignored compared to
their Anglo counterparts (U.S. Comission on Civil
Rights, 1973:43)."

in addition to the documentation of teacher biases toward Hispanic
students, the literature has investigated the social factors relating to
teacher's negative treatment. Laosa's  (1977) extensive review of
literature contributes to our understanding of this issue by pointing out
that student's ethnicity, socioeconomic status, and language background
are major determinants of tescher's expectations and evaluations. Laosa

furthermore suggests that Hispanic students suffer from teacher's

negative treatment because they are from ethnic minority backgrounds,
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have low socioeconomic status, and speak non-standard English. Rist's
(1970) study of ghetto education also shows that teacher's initia!l
expectations regarding the academic potential of a student are based on

racial and socioeconomic facts about the student.

Furthermore, the literature has developed a perspective for
analyzing the influence of labeling and differential treatment on
minority students. This perspective has been called the self-fulling
prophecy (Rist, 1970), the Pygmalion effect (Rosenthal and Jacobson,
1966), and the labelling theory (Rist, 1977), and it generally refers to
the three phases in the development of teacher negative treatment and
subsequent student responses: (1) The starting point is the assignment of
labels, e.g. 'good" student or 'bad" student. (2) Once a label has been
assigned to a student, differential treatments from the teacher follow.
For example, a teacher tends to talk to a ''good'’ student more than to a
"had'' student, praise a ''good' student more than a "bad'' one, and point
out the wrongdoing of a ''bad' student more often than that of & ''good"
one. (3) Given such labeling and differential treatment, the student
tends to accept the teacher's label and behave according to the teacher's
expectation which is reflected in differential treatment. For example, 3
student will avoid talking to a teacher if it is known that the teacher
does not think highly of him. These three phases of 1abel assignment,
differential treatment, and student conformity to teacher expectation

continue, being reinforced each year as the student proceeds through
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school. The vuicome is that the teacher has created the very person he

or she perzeives and labels the student to be.

-

Despite of these significant contributions to our understanding of

teacher-student relationshins, there are still many unresolved issues.

For example, one area in need of study relates to differences in
treatment of Hispani. students by Hispanic teachers. it is important to
study whether Hispanic teachers, like the Anglo teachers, are biased
soward Hispanic students. In other words, do Hisranic teachers make
better teachers for Hispanic students? Many researzners evade these
questions by claiming that ‘'the issue of teacher race and student
achievement is unrelated to the general problem cf employing more
minority teachers' (Weinberg, 1977:238). Others ''suspect that Mexican
American tzachers are not unlike their Anglo and black peers... their
Mexican ancestry may be of less consequence than their ability to
understand, accept, empathize with, and constructively cope with
individual and cultural diversity" (Carter and Segure, 1979:217). Still
others hope that ''the Chicano teacher is an excellent role model of
success: his presence in the school seems to encourage Mexican American
children...his ability to speak Spanish; and his abilty to understand and
qive special counsel to wmany Mexican American students' (Colorado
Commission on spanish-Surnamed Citizens, 1966:62). But "since there are

no studies to give the answers' (Carter and Segura, 1979:217), we do not




know the relationship between Hispanic teachers and Hispanic students.

In addition, little study has been carried out on the potential
positive impact of labeling. While it is true that Anglo teachers
generally are biased against Hispanic students, not every Anglo tea-her
is biased against every Hispanic student. It would therefore be
interesting to study the impact of labeling on those Hispanic students
who have been assigned ''good'' student labels by Anglo teachers. Would
Anglo teachers trest ''good' Hispanic students the same way as they treat
“gord" Anglo students? If the answer to the sbove question is 'yes',
then ethnic discrimination stops at the first stage of the labeling
process. In other words, student’s ethnicity may influence assignment of
s "good" or '"bed' lab:l; but once the label has been sssigned, tne
teacher will treat ''good" students the same way regardless of whether
they are Hispanic or Anglo. Such a finding woul{ nave important policy
implications because it shows that what really matters is the initial
labelings. Teacher's biases may be altered by informing them of the
harmful consequences of the initial labeling. On t e other hand, if
Anglo teachers treat ‘''good" Hispanic and igood" Anglo students
differently, ther ethi. discrimination goes deeper than the i-.cial
labeling. If an Anglo teacher still confers nejative treaiment on a
Hispanic student, even though it is known he/she is a ''good" student,
then the apparent deep-seated racism may not be amenable to any simple

solution.
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There has also been limited study of the effectiveness of teacher
labeling. It is assumed that after a label has been assioned and
reinforced by a teacher's differential treatment, the student will
conform to the expectation implied by the label and the treatment. But
it is not clear whether the labels conferred by Hispanic teachers on
Hispanic students are as effective in producing conformity in students as
labels conferred by Angl~ teachers on Hispanic students. For example, if
a Hispanic student is labeled as ''good' student by a8 Hispanic teacher,
will this student value the label as much as if it is conferred by an
Anglo teacher? A positive answer to this question wou'd lend support to
the recruitment of Hispanic teachers. On the other hand, if 'good"
labeling by Hispanic teachers s shown to be unrelated to Hispanic
student's perception, then it may disqualify the claim that recruitment
of Hispanic teachers can improve the educational achievement of Hispanic

students.

This chapter provide another angle to highlight the negative soc:ial
environment in school by examining some of the neglected issues in the
teacher-student literature. In particular, we want to study the labeling
by Hispanic teachers, labeling of "good'" Hispanic students, and
effectiveness of teacher labeling. For this purpose, we shall utilize

the dsta collected in the teacher file of the High School and Beyond

study.




The High School and Beyond Data Set

The High School and Beyond (HS&B) =*.dy was funded by the National
Center for Education Statistics (NCES) and conducted by the National
Opinion Research Center (NORC). The study was the first wave of a
national longitudinal study of cohorts of high school students in the
United States in 1980. Over 30,000 sophomores and 28,000 seniors
enrolled in 1,015 public and private high schools across the nation
participated in this study. The HSEB sample represents the nation's 10tk
and 12th grade populations, totaling about 3.8 million sophomores and 3
million seniors in more than 21,000 schools (Peng et. al., 1981; NORC,

1980; So, 1983).

The HSEB study collected data from many different sources.
Students first filled out a lengthy questionaire with respect to social
background characteristics (e.g. othniLity) as well as school variables
(e.g. educational aspiration). I(f a student indicated a second language
experience, he was then asked tr complete another set of language
questions, including English and other language proficiency. In
addition, each teachcr in the participatirg 1,015 schools was asked to
£i11 out & short questioraire concerning those HSEB students whom they
hed taught during the 1979-80 school year. The answers to the three

questionaires were then stored in three different computer files -- the
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student file, t'»= language file, and the teacher file.

Our study of teacher-student relationships relies mostly on the
information provided in the teacher file. A total of 67,000 packets were
distributed to teachers. About one week after initial distribution, a
reminder note was sent to each teacher to mail the questionaire directly
back to NORC. This follow-up procedure resulted in return of 19,287
sophomore forms and 19,337 senior forms (NCES, 1982). The forms sent to

the teachers listed the names of all HS&B sophomores and seniors who were

sttending that particular school. For each name, teachers were directed

to indicate whether they had had the student in class since September
1979. Only responses indicating that a teacher had students in class
were analyzed. Teachers were then asked to answer Yiyes', '"no'', or ''don't
know'' to the foilowing seven questions asbout each designated student:
1. will probably go to college
2. has talked with me outside of class about school
work or plans
is working up to potential
seems popular with others
seems to dislike school
has the kind of self-discipline to hold a job
has or msy have a physical or emotional handicap
that is affecting his or her school work
The sophomore (but not the senior) form further included four questions
concerning the teacher: subjects currently taught, maximum and minimum

proportion of class time devoted to maintaining order, teacher's sex and

r'ce .




A common student identification number in the teacher file enabled
us to locate the same student record in the student and in the language
files. Although only 56,000 students were included in the HSEB data set,
more than 143,000 teacher comments were included in the teacher file
because a student can receive more than one teacher comment and a teacher
can comment on more than one student. Fortunately, the table look -up
procedure in the new SPSSX computer pr?gram permits the merging of the
teacher file, the student file, and the langauge file into one

teacher-student-language file.

However, the HS&B data set also imposes certain limitation on the
analyses of the process of labeling by Hispanic teachers on Hispanic
students. First, there is a reduction of ssmple size to 4,975 teacher
observations. Since our focus is on Hispanics and Anglos, only these two
ethnic groups are included in the analyses. The analyses is also
confined to the study of sophomores because the information on teacher's
ethnicity is available only in the sophomore teacher file. The sample
size is further reduced by the large percentage of missing cases (over
303) on teacter ethnicity. Furthermore, our interest in studying the
factor of limited English proficiency dictates snalvses of only those

cases included in the language file.
Arother limitation of the tescher file Is its cross-sectional
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nature. A gooc study of the labeling process will require a longitudinal
study over a period of at least several years, starting from
pre-schooling to elementary school or esven to high school. Thus the
teacher file does not contain good information to distinguish the initial

labeling from differential treatments.

Facing these sample constraints, our findings must be treated as
tentztive. indeecd, our aim of ana'yzing the data in the HSEB data set is
not to provide a definitive statement o the labeling process of Hispanic
students. Instead, we try to make the best out of the massive information
on teacher-student relationships from the HS§B data set. We think that
the rich information on Hispanic students and teachers can help to shed
light on labeling by Hispanic teachers and the effectiveness of such
labeling. If our findings cannot be conclusive, we hope they will be
suggestive and opening up new frontiers in which future research can be

directed to.

Differential Treatment By Anglo And Hispanic Teachers

Our findings, as shown in Table 6.1, suggest that Anglo teachers
tend to have higher cxpectations of Anglo students than they have of
Hispanic students. This finding is in agreement with results reported in
the literature. Anglo teachers comment that over 553 of Anglo students

"Wwill probably go to college”, but only 27% of Hispanic students who do
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not speak perfect English and 393 of Hispanic students who speak perfect
English received the same comment. Anglo students also talk to Anglo
tcachers more often outside class than Hispanic students do. 32 percent
of Anglo students talked to Anglo teachers outside of class sbout school
work or plans, but only 20 percent of Hispanic students who do not speak
perfect English, and 26 percent of Hispanic students who speak perfect
English interacted with Anglo teachers in this way. Other teacher
comments are less differentiated across student's ethnicity, but when we
sum up the good evaluation on all the seven questions listed in Table
9.1, it is found out that Anglo students receive more good evaluations on
seven question items than either group of Hispanic students: Thirty-two
percent of Anglo students, 16 percent of Hispanic students who do not
speak perfect English, and 21 percent of Hispanic students who speak
perfect English received positive teacher comments. These findings
suggest that the language background of Hispanic students is a factor in
Anglo teacher labeling, although the strength of relationship is not as

strong as the literature suggested.

Our goal, however, is not to reiterate the literature's prevailing
findings. Instead, we are interested in the relstive effectiveness of
Hispanic and Anglo teachers for Hispanic students. Coniments of Hispanic
teachers regarding college expectations for Hispanic and Anglo students
sugges.s re ively equal expectations across student groups. The

percentage of students who talk to a Hispanic teacher outside class is
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the same for Anglo students and for Hispanic students. Other teacher
comments are again almost even a8cross the two Hispanic groups and the
Anglo groups. Overall responses on all seven questions suggest that
Hispanic student receive more positive comments from Hispanic teachers
than do Anglo students. The above findings suggest that Hispanic
teachers offer more encouragement to Hispanic students than Anglc
teachers do. On two items, college expectation and outside cl».s
interaction, Hispanic teachers make almost twice as many postive comments
about Hispanic students as do Anglo teachers. Thus although Hispanic
students seems to receive differential treatments from Anglc and Hispanic
teachers, the asserted unfavorable treatment of Hispanic students by

Hispanic teachers is not suppbrted by our snalysis.

Another interesting finding in Table 6.1 about Hispanic teachers is
that they give out more or less the same comments to the two Hispanic
language groups. It seems for Hispanic teachers, the language backgrourd
of Hispanic teachers is not a factor for the labeling process. Maybe
this is a result that Hispanic teachers very often understand Spanish and
thus sympathetic to the language minority background of Hispanic

students.

Good Labeling

Our next task Is to study the impact of good labeling. Our goal is
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to investigate whether Hispanic students and Anglo students will receive
the same positive comments from Anglo teachers who think those students
may go to college. As shown in Table 6.2, al! students who are judged to
be college materials recieve similiar positive comments from Anglo
teachers. It seems that once the ''college-going'' label is assigned to
Hispanic students, then Anglo teachers talk to them outside class, see
them as self-disciplined, perceive them as popular students, and avoid
labeling them as physically and emotionally handicapped to the same
degree as the Anglo teachers judge Anglo college-going students in these

categories. Similiarly, if Anglo teachers think 8 Hispanic student is

|
|
|
|
|
l
not going to college, the teachers treat that student in the same way as |
they trest Anglo non-college-going students. It seems that what matters !
is the crucial label of whether or not is going to college. Once this }
Jabel has been assigned to a student, then Anglo teachers treat all
students the same way regardless of the student's ethnicity and 1 anguage

background.

The impact of good labeling can also be observed for Hispanic
teachers. Once the ‘''college-going" label is assigned to Hispanic
students, the Hispanic teacher treat them in the same way as the Anglo
teschers treat their students. Table 6.2 presents the findings only for

Hispanic teachers; too few Hispanic teacher observations 2on Anglo

students were available to include in the snalysis. In addition, we have

collapsed the iwo Hispanic language groups together both for the above
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reason and for the fact that Hispanic student background is not a factor

of Hispanic teacher treatment.

Having made the above observations, it seems appropriate to remind

the readers again the limication of the HS&B data set. The teacher file
does not include information to distinguish the initial labeling from
differential treatments, so here we are exercising a bold assertion in
suggesting that college expectation is the initial label while other
teacher responses are differential trestments. However, the interesting
findings in Table 6.2 do suggest we should pay more attention to the

studying of good labeling on Hispanic students.

Effectiveness of Labeling

Our third task is to study the effectiveness of teacher labeling.
Our gos! is to investigate whether the labeling of Hispanic teachers is
an effective as that of Anglo teachers in influencing Hispanic students.
We can shed some light on this issue by crosstabulating teacher
expectation with student aspiration. Thus teacher's comment regarding
the probability of a student going to college were crossed with the
lowest level of school student's reported being satisfied with. Since
other varisbles, such as parental aspiration, are not controlled, the
crosstabulations reported in Table 6.3 are only suggestive. In general,

the dats suggest four different kinds of student reponses to teacher

-‘50-

160




expectation. The first is an Ygspiring conformist'’: A student accepts
the good label assigned by the teacher and his/her educational
aspirations for either vocational school or college match the teacher's
“will go to college" comment. The second type is & ''non-aspiring
conformist''s The teacher thirks the student will not go to coliege, and
the student's aspirations match this judgement. The third type is an
“aspiring non-conformist''s The teacher thinks the student will not gu to
college, but the student thinks otherwise and aspires to continue
education beyond high school. The fourth type is & 'non-aspiring
non-conformist": The teacher thinks the student will go to college, but
the student is satisfied with & high school education. The findings in
Tsble 6.3 do not show much difference between Hispanic teachers and Anglo
teachers for any type of student. Our findings therefore suggest that
laboling by Hispanic teachers may be as effective as labeling ty Anglo

tezchers.

Conclusion

From the data in the teacher file of the HSeB data set, our
snalyses suggest that: (1) Anglo teachers have a more positive
expectation, evaluation, and treatment of Anglo students than of Hispanic
students, while Hispanic teachers tend to treat Anglo and Hispanic
studenis the same; (2) Once the label of going to college has been

assigned to a student, then Anglo teachers treat all students the same
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way regardless of the student's ethnicity and language background; (3)
labeling by Hispanic teachers may have the same consequences for Hispanic

students as labeling by Anglo teachers.

These are importunt findings and they have important implicatiors.
However, the limitations imposed by the HS:B data set did not permit us
to over-generulize our findings. Thus the above findings must be trez*.d
as tentative and as future agenda for researchers who are intersted n
studying Hispanic teachers and students. In this respect, it seems
useful to point out that if our observations on Hispanic teachers are
supported by future researches, they will point to the massive
recruitment of Hispanic teachers into high density Hispanic school« as an
effective means of upgrading education for Hispanic students because it
is suggested here that Hispanic teachers tend to have higher expectations
snd more interactions outside class as well as making more positive
comments about Hispanic students than do Anglo teachers. Similiarly, if
our observations on the good labeling by Anglo teachers are supported by
future research, then they will point to 8 solution of overcoming Anglo
teacher's biases toward Hispanic student, namely, informing Anglo

teachers sbout the harmful consequences of the init.al labelings.

To recall, this and the last chapter exsmines the impact of
negative school social environment on Hispanic .education achievement.

According to the Structuralist perspective, bilingual education program
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provides the key to reform this negative social environment. In the next
chapter, we shall examine the impact of language of instruction on
educational achievement -- @& topic which brings us closer to the

controversial issues relating to Hispanic education in the 1980s.
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Table 6.1.

Teacher Ethnicity and the Labeling of Hispanic Students

Angto Teacher ! Hispanic Teacher

Mispanic Student  Anglo Student  Hispanic Student  Mispanic Student

Anylo Student

Hispanic Student
% yes to the following tescher cuomments 0.K. Enylish Good English Good Cnglish 0.K. Englisk Good English Good English
I. This student will probably go to college. 21 39% 55% 603 61% 653
2. This student has talked to me outside of 202 262 303 423 in 393
class about school work or plans.
3. This student has the kind of self-discipline 68¢ 68% 15% 763 743 72%
to hold a job.
&, This student has or may have a physical and 1% 9% R 53 R (113
emotional handicap that is affecting his/her
school work.
5. This student is working to potentiai. uid 47t 55¢ 63t 592 513
6. This student seems to dislike school. 152 182 NLYA 7% 123 In
7. This student seems popular with othars. 851 6l. 703 763 803 883
8 163 211 322 423 363 303

Receiv.s guad zval \ations on all the
above 7 questions.

9TUYAY 1409 1539
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567 ior wispanic o.k. Engysish, 1,596 for Hispanic good English, 2,696 for Anglo good English.

\
k_? aThe sample Ns vary a little bit for each question because of the differences in missing cases.
( Ns are 89 for Hispanic o.k. Erglish, 184 for Hispanic good English, 43 for Anglo good English.

For the Anglo teachers answers to question | Ns are
For the Hispanic teachers answers to question |
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Table 6 . 1he Labeling of Good ilispanic Students

Anglo leacher _ Hispanic Teacher
Hispanic Student Hispanic Student Anglo Student Hispanic Student
0.K. English Good English Goad English 0.K. and Guod English
\Will go to college Will go to wllege Will yo to college Will go to college
2 yes to the following teacher comments Yes Don't know No  Yes Don't Know No_ Yes Don't know No Yes Don't know No
1. Student has talked to me outside of 32% 163 163 3N 182 18t 3682 21 193 572 23t 183
class about school work or plans.
2. Student has self-discipline to hold 933 682 51% 893 64 Y 913 662 ket 921 49 N3
a job.
3. Student has phycical or emotional 22 22 15¢ 5% 63 (L'} R’ 6% 182 k¥4 23 183
handicap.
&. Student is working up to potential. 83% W3 37t 68 9% 29% 7t Wz 26T 193 338 0%
’ |
5. Student seems to dislike school. 2% 13 29% 6% 113 382 5% 9% 4ot 23 23 35%
6. Student seems popular with others. 88¢ 13 677 87% 70L 62¢ B4l 70¢ 59 93% 643 52%

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Table 6.3. The Effectiveness of Teacher Labeling
#nglo Teacher Hispanic Teacher
Hispanic Student Hispanic Student Anglo Student Hispanic Student
0.K. English Good English Good English 0.K. & Good English
Will go to college Will go to college Will go to college Will go to coilege
studeni Educational Aspiration Yes 0.K. No VYes D.K. No Yes 0.K. No Yes 0.K. No
High School or less 193 h5% 523 243 42% 523 18% 433 62% 26% o 59%
Beyond High School (vocational 82% 55% 8%  76% 58% 48% 832% 573 39% 758 603 [}
school, college and up)
3 101 1003 100 100 100 100 100 1003 10l 101 100 100
(N) (146) (162) (210) (606 (394) (509) (1458) (s527) (616) (832)  (35) (56)
\
X
-
[
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Part IV: Issues in The 1980s
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Chapter 7: Impact of Language of instruction
on Educational Achievement

The purpose of this paper is to investigate the impact of the
language of instruction on the educational achievement of Hispanic
students. More specifically, it seeks to determine whether student
achievement in high school is influenced by language environment in
elementary school. This question has been at the center of much
educational policy debate during the past several years. Proponents of
bilingual education have suggested that the education of limited- or
non-English speaking (LES/NES) students is enhanced if the home 'anguage
is used for instruction while competence in English is being acquired.
Others have suggested that using the home language for instruction
impedes the acquisition of English and negatively influences school

achievement.

Thus far, research on bilingual education has not produced a
definitive answer to this important debate. Extant research has largely
focused on theoretical typology construction or imited program
evaluations. Zor example, while the theoretical works of Gaarder (1977).
Mackey (1978), and Paulston (1975) have provided various ways of

classifying bilingual education programs, their insightful theoretical
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frameworks have seldom been translated into empirical studies (Fishmar,
1977). On the other hand, while there are many evaluation reports on
bilingual programs, it is difficult to interpret the results of these
studies in terms of their generalizability to the bilingual education
programs across the country. Moreover, these program evaluations are
often found to have serious methodological shortcomings (Baker &
deKanter, 1981). Troike (1978) provided a partial list of evaluation

shortcomings including:

o no control for subjects' socioeconomic status

o no control for initial language proficiency

o no baseline comparison data or control group

o inadequate sample

o insufficient data and/or statistics reported
In addition, evaluations rarely differentiate the difierences in the
medium of instruction in bilingual programs. Some programs may rely
predominantly on the mother tongue, while others may rely predominantly
on English. Still other programs may use English and the mother tongue
equally in classroom instruction. Differences in the medium of instruc-
tion may play a crucial role in determining the success of a program. The
result of all these research problers is a lack of methodologically sound
empirical studies on the impact of bilingual edvcation. Many researchers
have repeatedly concluded that there s an absolute paucity of research

on the impact of bilingual programs (Baker & deKanter, 1981; Rist, 1982;
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Troike, 1978).

This paper attempts to ched some light on the question of the
effectiveness of bilingual education by focusing attention on the
influence of language or medium of instruction in elementary school on
the high schooi reading and mathematics achievement of LES/NES Hispanic
students. Evidence for our conclusions is based cn analyses of data from
the High School and Beyond National Survey conducted by the National

Center for Education Statistics.

The High School and Beyond Dats set

The High School and Beyond (HS&B) data set is the first phase of a
national longitudinal study of 58,000 students who in 1980 were sopho-

mores and seniors. The study was conducted under contract to the

National Center for Education Statistics by the National Opinion Research
Center (NORC). The HS&B included a nationally representative sample of
sophomores and seniors, the data from which can be projected to the
national population of students in these age groups. Of particuiar
interest to this paper, the sample design included an oversampling of
Hispanic students in order to ensure 8 comprehensive and reliable sample
of this segment of the language minority population. The weighted sample
represents approximately 6.8 million students in grades 1uv and 12 in 1980

(NORC, 1980). A description of the utility of the HSEB data set for the
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study of language minority students was recently prepared by the National

Center for Bilingual Research (So, 1982).

The HS§B included data collection at a number of levels. Students
were asked to complete questionnaires detailing their school experiences
and future plans. Students were also administered reading and math
achievement tests. All tests were administered in English. Data
collected from these instruments can provide partial answers to the
question of the influence of classroom language environment on school
schievement. These data include comprehensive descriptions of student
;ackground characteristics. In addition to ethnic and racial origin
questions, a multi-part socioeconomic indicator was included. A
composite socioeconomic status (SES) variable can be constructed which
includes father's occupation, father's education, mother's education,

family income, and a set of questions on resources in the home such as

books, daily newspaper, cers, 2 dishwasher, and similar items.

The HS&B data also included information on the early 1anguage
background of the students. If a student reported some non-English
language experience either during childhood or at the time of the HS&B
survey, a comprehensive set of questions was asked related to language
experience and proficiency in both English and the mother tongue.‘ From
these questions it could be determined if a student's mother tongue was &

language other than Erglish, if a child was required to enroll in Engiish
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classes for non-English speakers, and if tte language of instruction or
medium of instruction at various grade levels was English, a mix of
English and the mother tongue, or the mother tongue. Approximately
one-fifth of the sample, or 11,303 students, completed the language

questionnaire.

The present analysis of the HSEB data set narrows its focus to a
particular segment of the available data. First, only Hispanic students
were selected for analysis. While the students answering the language
questions included students from European, Asian, and other backgrounds,
the Hispanic population appears to have the most comprehensive r«perience
with a home language other than English. further, in order tc ensure
that the analysis only included students who were limited- or non-English
speaking at school entry, our sample included only Hispanic students who
indicated Spanish as their mother tongue and who were required to take
English courses for non-English speakers in elementary school. This
selection decision may increase the error of excluding some LES/NES
Hispanic students, but the error is in the conservative direction by
decreasing the risk of including students who were English proficient at

school entry and would not require compensatory language services.
Next, students were divided into three classroom language

experience groups based on their answer to a question inquiring about the

language of instruction in grades 1 to 6. Students were asked, "Thinking
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about all the courses you had in grades 1-6, how much of the teaching was
done in that language?' (''that language'' refers to the language other
than Eng’ish). Students can be divided into three

categories:

o all or almost all English
o evenly mixed English/Spanish

o all or almost all Spanish

Finally, only students educated in the United States were included
in the analyses. Since this is a high school age sample, the sampie also
included many students who on'y received part of their education in the
United States. A fair test of the impact of some aspects of U.S.

schooling should focus only on students educated in the United States.

In summary, high school reading and math achievement were employed
as criteria variables while socioeconomic status and elementary school
language of instruction were employed as independent variables. The
sample included Hispanic students who reporied mother tongue as Spanish
and were required to take English courses designed for non-English
speakers. This represented 30,090 sophomores and seniors in the United
States in 1981. Socioeconomic status (SES) was a composite variable
including a variety of social indicators. SES for the sample ranges from
low to high. Medium of instruction, or 'anguage of instruction in

elementary school, was divided into three categories: All or almost all
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English; mixed English/Spanisn; and all or almost all Spanish.
Population weights were used in the analysis and are reported here.
Analysis of raw scores were also performed and essentially mirrored the

results reported. Table 7.1 summarizes the sample characteristics.?

Results

Muitiple regression te_hniques were emnioyed in the analysis. A
separate analysis for reading &nd math achievei;ent scores was conducted.
The means, standard deviations and correlations of the variables

in the rearession equation are presented in Appendix A,

Reading Achievement

Table 7.2 presents the regression equatiors and the predicted
scores for the sample h, SES ond medium of instruction. The coefficient
in the regression equation shows the unique effect of an independent
variable on reading achievement when the effects of all other independant
variables have been controlled. For instance, the =6.15 coefficient for
the All-Spanish variable shows that students in this type of classroom
scored 6.15 points in reading achievement below those in All-English
classrooms, when the effects of other variables in the e uation have been

accounted for. On the other hand, the +Z.35 coefficieny for the Mixed
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classroolm means that students in that type of classroom scored higher
than those in All-English clacsrooms. In this light, we can rough'y
assert that students in Mixed classrooms did better on reading
schievement than students in All-English clessrooms, who, in turn, did

better than the students in All-Spanich classrooms.

However, the large coefficient (-6.73) in the tnteraction term
(A11-Spanish.SES) indicates that the effect of medium of instruction on
reading achievement might vary with different socioeconomic status. To
test this hypothesis, we performed a statistical significance test using
the statistice frum the weighted sample and the degree of ivreedom from
the unweighted sample N (see Coleman, 1981). We found that the
interaction effect between SES and language of instruction is indeed

signiticant at 0.01 level.

To look Into this interaction effect we calculated the predicted
reading scores from the 3 regression equations (Table 7.2). Column 8 in
Table 7.2 reveals that the effect of medium of instructior is higher for
the high SES group (12.9), but dwi.ules to almost nil (-0.6) for the low
SES group. On the otner hand, the effect of SES (column &) is pretty
strong for All-English and Mixed classrooms (3.6, 14.3), but was almost

non-existent for All-Spanish -lassrooms (0.1).

This interaction effect between SES #nd languetge «f instruction is
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vividly shown in Figure 7.1. The LES/NES students in Mixed classrooms,
regardless of the'r SES background, performed better than LES/NES
students in predominantly English classrooms. in jeneral, students in
mixed language classrooms scored about 2 points higher than those in
predominantly English language classrooms. On the other hand, LES/NES
students in predominantly Spanish language classroums did not show any
increase in reading achievement for a rise in SES background. LES/NES
students in predominantly English language classrooms scored about B84.5
points at every SES level. Consequently, while the reading scores of
students in predominantly Spanish language classrcoms were about the same
as those in predominantly English classrooms in the low SES group, the
reading scores of the former group were about 6 points lower than those
of the latter group in the medium SES cateqcry, and even lower than those

in the high SES category.

Math Achievement

When we exemined math achievement in Table 7.3, we found 2
different result from that for reading achievement. The positive, large
coefficients of the classroom variables (+2.79, +8.32) showed that
«tydents in both Ail-Spanish and Mixed classrooms scored sihstantially
higher in math achievement than those in Al1-English classrooms. But
since the coefficient of the interaction terms was also pretty large

(6.21, 5.03), we needed to s-e whether the interaction terms were
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significant or not.

Accordingly, we performed a statistical significance test on the
interaction terms. We obtained a ratio of 2.67, which was just a little
short of 2.99 to be significant at 0.05 level. Since we used a
conservative degree of freedom (i.e., the sample N instead of the
projected population N), we thought we should not be barres by this lack
of statistical significance from lookirg into the different patterns of

math achievement among the various SES groups and classroom environments.

7able 7.3 shows this interaction effect based on the predicted
reacding scores from the 3 regression equations. Column 4 in Table 7.3
reveals that the effect cf SES on math achievement is almost nil for
those in All-English classroms, but is quite substantial fo- the
students in the other two types of classrooms. On the other hand, the
effect of language of instructio: on math achievement varied with
students in each SES group. The low SES students in All-English
classrooms scored higher on math tests than the low SES students in
Al1-Spanish classrooms, 'ut the high SES students in All-English
classrooms scored much lower than the high SES students in Ali-Spanish

classrooms. This fact is vividly illustrated in Figure 7.2,

Discussion snd Conclusions
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At the beginning of this paper, it was asked whether student
achievement in high schoo! was influenced by language environment in
elementary school. Using a national sample of Hispanic LES/NES students,
the present analysis suggests that language of instruction in elementary
school has a strong impact on a student's subsequent educational

achievement.

For those LES/NES students in mixed languagz classrooms, it was
found that their performance in reading and math achievement was superior
to the performance of their peers with s‘milar backgrounds in both
predominantly English and predominantly Spanish classrooms. The findings
here suggest that dual language learning enhances general linguistic
abilities, as evidenced by higher reading scores. It may also be that
classrooms employing both English and Spanish equally would enjoy the
advantages of both languages and aid the acquisition of math skills as
evidenced by higher math scores. Therefore, the above findings would
support the nction that mixed-medium classrooms serve a compensatory
function for LES/NES students to overcome their language disadvantages in

educatiot al achievement.

For those LES/NES studenzs in predominantly English classrooms,
their reading achievement scores were in *he middle, but their math
schievement scores were the lowest of the three groups. One might

speculate that mathematics achievement requires rudimentary math concepts
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and skills. In addition, certain language skills are aiso required sin:e
mathematics prob'ems are often embedded in language comprehension.
Therefore, for LES/NES students, if the medium of instruction s
primarily in English, then the acquisition of rudimentary mathematics
concepts will be inhibited since LES/NES children may not have adequate

English language skills to benefit from the instruction.

For those LES/NES students in predominantly Spanish classrooms,
their reading achievement was the lowest of the three groups. This
suggests that all-Spanish classroom instruction may have a ‘sbilitating
effect on the reading achievement of LES/NES students. It seems tnat
whilz total immersion in predominantly English classrooms was not
conducive to high reading achievement, total immersion in predominantly
Spanish classrooms was not beneficial either. With resp..t to math
achievement, LES/NES students from low SES backgrounds in predominantly
Spanish classrooms again scored the lowest of the three groups. This
suggests that if Spanish was the predominant language of Instruction,
then perhaps the acquisition of Engiish language skills necassary to
disembed mathematics problems may have been inhibiteu. However, LES/NES
students from medium and high SES backgrounds in predominantly Spanish
classrooms were able to convert thei- SES advantages into higher math
schievement scores. Further research can address this inveresting

interaction between SES and math achievement.
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The above discussion suggests that different types of medium of

instruction have differential impact on educational achievement.
Classrooms with equally mixed language instruction exert a compensatory
effect on educational achievement, while the classrooms with predomi-
nantly Spanish or English instruction in general do not produce such a
positive impact. Consequently, in disc.ssing the impact of medium of
instruction it is necessary to differentiate the compensatory effect of a

mixed language classroom from the intricate effect of monolingual

classrooms.3

Relating to this line of research is the issue on the relative
impact between language minority background and socioeconomic status on
educaticnz) achievement. It has been put forward in the early 1980s tht
Hispanic students do poorly in schoo! not because they speak Sparnish, but
because they are poor. Consequently, it is argued that bilingual program
may be thc wrong solution to Hispanic education; instead, more attention
should be paid to the social barriers facing the low socioeconomic status
children in receiving an equal opportunity of education. We shall

exsmine this socioeconomic issue in the next chapter.
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Footnotes

1Students were given the option of completing the questionnaire in
English or in Spanish; only 56 out of the total student sample completed
the questionnaire in Spanith. Achievement tests, however, were
administered in English only.

270 facilitate pressntation, a 3-categorv SES variable was used in
Table 7.1. However, & continuous GES variable was used in the regression
snalysis. As a caution, it may be noted that there were only 21 cases in
the high SES category in the sample. Consequently, the interpretation of
the fiagings in the regression analysis is based mostiy on students with
low and medium SES.

31t may be noted that the findings also incidentally show that an
ESL class is not sufficient to overcome the educatirnal disadvantages of
LES/NES Hnispanic students. For the same group of LES/NES Hispanic
students who enrolled in ESL classes, the findings here show that a
pilingual medium of instruction still made 8 substantial impact on
educational achievement. In this respect, bilingual medium of
instruction may perform a function that cannot be substituted by ESL

classes.
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Table 7.1: Sample Characteristics of dispanic LES/NES Students

Socioeconomic Status

Low Medium High Total

Medium of Instruction
All or almost all English 6,293* 1,548 87 7,929
(122) %+ (39) (7) (168)
Mixed English/Spanish ,202 3,109 277 12,588
(200) (65) (9) (274)
All or almost all Spanish 7,642 1,962 239 9,573
(135) (41) (5) (181)
Total 23,137 6,619 603 34,090
(457) (145) (21) (623)

%Weighted population estimates.
**The number in the parentheses represents the actual N of students in

the HSEB data set.




Japle 7.2: Regression Equations and Predicted Reading Scores

for SES and Medi»m of Instruction Groups

The general regression equation:
Reading = 90.7 + 6.79 {SES) - 6.15 (Al1-Spanish) + 2.33 (Mixed)

- 6.73 (A11-Spanish.SES) + 0.37 (Mixed.SES)*

The regression equations for the three classrooms are:
For all or almost all Erglish, Reading = 90.7 + 6.79 (SES)
For mixed English/Spanish, Reading = 93.03 + 7.16 (SES)

For all or almost all Spanish, Reading = 84.55 + 0.06 (SES)

Predicted Reading Score from the 3 equations:

SES StS Effect
Language of Instruction Low(1) Medium(2) High{3) (4)=(3)-(1)
All or almost all English (5) 83.9 90.7 97.5 13.6
Mixed English/Spanish (6) 85.9 93.0 100.2 14.3
All or almost all Spanish (7) 84.5 84.6 84.6 0.1
Instruction effect (8)=(5)-(7) <-0.6 6.1 12.9

*Less than twice its standard error.
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Table 7.3: Regression Equations and Predicted Math Scores

for SES and Medium of Instruction Groups

The general regression equation:
Reading = B5.51 + 0.24 (SES)* + 2.79 (A11-Spanish) + 8.32 (Mixed)
+ € 21 (A11-Spanish.SES) + 5.03 (Mixed.SES)
The regression equations for the 3 classrooms are:
For all or almost all English, Math = 85.51 + 0.24 (SES)
For mixed English/Spanish, Math = 93.83 + 5.27 (SES)
For all or almost all Spanish, Math = B8.3 + 6.45 (SES)

" Predicted Reading Score from the 3 equations:

SES SES effect
Language of Instruction Low(1) Medium(2) High(3) (4)=(3}-(1)
All or almost all English (5) 85.3 85.5 85.8 0.5
Mixed English/Spanish (6) 88.6 93.8 99.1 10.5
All or almost all Spanish (7) B81.9 88.2 94.8 12.9
Instruction effect(8)=(5)-(7) 3.4 -2.8 -9

*Less than twice its standard error.
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Chapter 8: Vhat Matters? The Relative Impact of Language Background

and Socioeconomic Status on Reading Achievement

it has been well accepied that Hispanic language minority students
perform poorly on reading achievement tests. What needs to be further
investigated, however, is the cause of this poor reading performance: |Is
it strictly a matter o. language background, or is it a matter of the

socioeconomic status of hispanic language minority students?

The Hispanic bilingua! education literature tends to take the
position that language background is the determining factor in reading
achievement (see, e.g., Andersson & Boyer, 1978; Gaarder, 1977). The
literature maintains that Hispanic language minority children experience
school-related difficulties that depress their academic achievement in
the early school years because they do not understand the instruction,
which is conducted in English. Consequently, Hispanic language minority
students, unable to communicate with their teachers, are unable to close
the gap between them and their Anglo peers and fall further btehind in the
later schoo! years. Furthermore, that eariy frustration establishes 8
pattern of failure for Hispanic language minority students which is
compounded by the mismatch between their language anc that of the school
program and its environment. This perspective establishes a direct

relationship between the language background of Hispanic language
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minority students and their poor academic and reading achievement.

Recently, this language background expanation has been challienged
by Rosenthal, Milne, Ginsberg and Baker (1981). Suspecting that there
may be hidden effects of socioeconomic deprivation, the authors ran a
regression analysis on the Sustaining Effects Study data base. In their
analysis of 1,800 language minority students, Rosenthal et al.

pointed cut that:

language is not highly important in expiaining
- level of achievement among the general population.
Furthermore, the small influence on achievement
level of language background is further reduced
when socioeconomic status is controiled. L#nguage
background was found to have almost no influence or
school-year learning. (p. 7)
Consequently, they concluded that socioeconomic status is much more

closely related to achievement than is home language background.

The Rosenthal et al. paper opens an important debate over whether
language background or socioeconomic (SES) is more crucial in explaining
the low reading achievement of Hispanic language minority students.
Previous research on bilingual education has often tended to focus on
language background at the expense of the SES variable. Also noteworthy

is Rosenthal et al.'s utilization of a national data set to advance their

assertion. Bilingual education researchers have tended to overlook large




scale survey data to test their hypotheses.

In spite of the above merits, however, the Rosenthal et al. study
falls short of its goals for a number of reasons. First, while the
Sustaining Effects Study data base is a nationally representative study,
it was not designed to study the issues of language minority students.
Consequently, the Sustaining Effects Study specifically excluded
non-English speaking students from its sample. Hoephner (1982) explained
that any school with 503 or more limited-English speaking students and
any classroom which had predominantly limited-Engl ish speaking students

were excluded from the sample.

Second, the Sustaining Effects Study data base does not contain a
strong measure of 1language minority status or level of English
proficiency. The Rosenthal et al. study used a measure of language
dominance derived from the question on whether English was used by a
parent in providing homework assistance. This question is problematic in
that (a) parents do not necessarily provide homework assistance; (L)
parents may not have the ability to provide homework assistaace; or (c)
homework assignments may be in English, which diminishes the likeiihood
of helping the child in a language other than English. Moreover, those
256 parents who failed to answer the homework question were arbitrarily
grouped with 287 parents who reported helping in & language other than

English. Since the Rosenthal et al. study did not properly measure the
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language variable, this may be the reason that the effect of language did

not show up in the regression equation.

Third, the Rosenthal et al. study exaggersted the effects of the
SES variable by including race. Since the SES variable generally does
not include race as one of its categories, it is more sppropriate to
consider race as another control variable than to lump it together with

the SES variable.

Finally, the Rosenthal et al. siudy did not examine the interaction
effects between language buckground and socioeconomic status. Since a
majority of language minority students are from low SES and Hispanic
backgrounds, it is possible that a confounding effect among the above two
varisbles could exist. Consequently, it may not be sufficient to study
the effect of SES alone or the effect of language alone, but rather to
study the statistical irtcractions between these two varisbles. The

Rosenthal et al. study has pointed to a new research frontier but falls

short of its goal.

The aim of this chapter is to follow the promising thread of the
Rosenthal et al. study in examining the intricate relationships among
language background, SES, and ethnicity. In order to avoid some of the
methodological errors in Rosenthal's study, this chapter utilizes the

High Szhool and Beyond (HSEB) national data set which, among other
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things, was especially designed to collect data on issues facing Hispanic

language minority students. In what follows, this chapter will describe
the HS§B data base, discuss the variables used in the analysis, and then

present and discuss the findings.

The Data Set

The High Schoo! and Beyond was a national longitudinal study of the
cohorts of 1980 high school seniors and sophmores in the United States.
All in all, about 58,000 students at 1,015 schools and school! administra-
tors from 988 schools completed questionnaires. The data set represents
a pofulation of 3.8 million sophomores and 3 million seniors in more than

21,000 schools in spring 1980 (Peng, Fetters & Kilstad, 1981; NORC,

1980a).

What makes the HSEB dsta base relevant to the present analysis is
that special attention was paid to the collection of data on language
minority populations (see Nielsen & Fernandez, 1981; So, 1982). If a
student answered a non-English response to any or all or five language
questions, that student was asked to complete another questionnaire
concerning childhood language experiences, home language environment,
pattern of other language usage, contact with bilingual education, etc.
About 11,300 students answered the detailed language questions; their

responses formed the language file of the HSEB data base (NORC, 1980b).
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In addition to the special language questionnaire, the HS§B study
also specifically over-sampled Hispanics, the largest language minority
in the U.S. However, in order .o avoid bias in over-sampling Hispanics,
the HS§B essigned weights to each case in the sample. Weights were
calculated to reflect differential probabilities of sample selection and
to adjust for nonresponse. In this respect. the HStB data set remains a
nationally representative study that supplements the general information
usually collected (e.g., family background, school experience, college
saspirations, etc.) with information that is especially of interest to

researchers in bilingual education.

It is not an easy task to measure the language background variable
accurately because too often the phrasing of the language question
elicits a response that is unanticipated by survey researchers. For
instance. the question, "What language do the people in your home usually
speak?" is adequate for measuring home language usage, but the question
by itself does not indicate whether a student uses thet language at home
or not. The presence of grandparents in the home greatly increases the
usage of ethnic languages, but it does not mean that the student uses
that language. Since the task here is to study the student's reading
achievement on an individual level, the above home language question is

not suitable for our research purpose.
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On the other hand, the individual language question, ''What lan~ -age
do you usually speak now?'' is hard to answer if the context of using that
language has not been specified. Since the HS6B survey was conducted in
English and the high school environment is tota'ly English, a student
snswering the above question is more likely to respond in English. Thus,
it is not surprising that 86% of the sample in the language file
identified English as their usual language. Since this individual
language question cannot distinguish language minority from non-language
minority students, this question is limited in ite usefulness for

measur ing language background.

Because of the above complications, this chapter aggregated several
individual language questions that specify the context of language usage
at home (speak that language to mother} and outside the home (speak that
language with best friends, with other students, at work ar< in stores).
The responses to these questions enable us to construct a three category

language status variable as follows:

o English Monolingual--if a student never used 3 non-English
language at home or outside the home.

o English Dominant Biiingual--if a student used a non-English
language at home only but never used it outside the home.

o Other Language Dominant Bilingual--if & student used a non-English
language at home and outside the home.

There Is no other language monolingual category in the HS§B sample due to
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the sample constraints explained egrlier.

Once the definitional problem of language minority status is
settled, the measurement of $:S, ethnicity, and reading schievement
variables can also be defined in the HSEB data set. The HS&B data set
has provided a standard socioeconomic status (SES) variable which is a
composite scale constructed from father's occupation, father's education,
mother's education, family income, and a set of items that ask whether
the student's family receives a daily newspaper, Owns an encyclopedia or
other reference books, has a typewriter, an electric dishwasher, two or
;ore cars or trucks, more than 50 books, or a pocket caliculator, and
whether the student has his or her own room. Each item of the SES scale
was standardized within a grade to a mean of zero and a standard

deviation of one. The mean of the non-missing items was then taken for

each case to yield the composite SES measure.

The ethnicity variable is taken from responses to the question,
‘mhat Is your origin or descent?" Students are Hispanic if their
ancestry was originally from Latin American countries, and students are
White if their ancestry was originally from European countries. This

chapter inciudes only Whites and Hispanics for the analysis.

Finally, reading achievement is measured by scores on the reading

test in the student questionnaire. The reading test score variable is
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standardized across grades to have a mean of 50 and a standard deviation

of 10 for the entire HSsB test-taking sample. In this chapter, the
original HSEB reading test scores were then muitiplied by two, thus
yielding a mean of 100 and a standard deviation of about 20. Such an
alteration does not change the relative value of the reading scores and

sllows easier interpretation.

To recall, the primary research question addressed in this chapter
is which fact-r(s) account for the low reading achievement scores of
Hispanic language minority students. Regression analysis provides the

best method for answering this question.

The Regression Model

The coefficients in a regression equation1 will show the effect of
a one-unit increase of an independent variable on the dependent variable
after controlling for the effects of other independent variables in the
regression equation. in this chapter, the dependent variable is the
resding achievement test scores, and the independent variables are
language backgrounds, SES, and the interaction terms between these two
variables. Since language background is a rominal variable, the dummy
variable regression technique dJescribed in the Statistical Package Yor
Social Sciences (SPSS) computer program can be performed on them. We ran

two sets of regression equations: One for the white, snother for the
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Hispanic students.

Ttz means, standard deviations, and the correlation matrix used to
compute the regression coefficients are presented in Table 8.1. The
interpretation of the regression coefficients wil) be given in the next

section.

The Findings

Table 8.2 presents the regression equation for each ethnic group.
%or white students, the coefficient (-9.73) for the other-language
dominant bilingual variable means that when the effects of all other
independent variatles were controlled, bilingual white students scored
9.73 points lower in reading achievement tests than the English
monolingual white students. Similiarly, the Spanish-dominant Hispanic
students scored about 8.96 points lower than the English monolingual
Hispanic students. When we turn our attention to the coefficient of
socioeconomic status (SES), we find that SES also has a fairly strong
independent effect on reading achievement, although its impact s
stronger on white (6.85) than on Hispanic students (3.21). In sum, the
regression coefficients in Tahle 8.2 point to the fact that each of our
independent variables (SES and language background) contributes uniquely

to the explanation of the reading achievement varishle.
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Table 8.2 also reports the interaction terms among the independent
variables. Although the interaction terms are less than the coefficients
of the independent variables, they are statistically significant at 0.05
level and their sizes are not negligible. As such, the contributions of
these interaction terms have to be taken into account in calculating the

predicted reading acaievement scores from the regression equation.

Table 8.3 presents the predicted reading achievement scores fo-
each ethnic group. Columns 4 and 8 in Table 8.3 report the impact of
language background on reading achievement after the effects of ethnicity
and SES have been controlled. These two columns show that language back-
ground has a consistent effect on reading achievement for each SES and
ethnic group. On the other hand, row 12 in Table 8.3 shows the impact of
SES on reading achievement after the effects of ethnicity and language
have been eliminated. Row 12 reveals the interesting interaction effects
among the three independent variables. In general, the impact of SES on
re8ding achievement was stronger for Whites than for Hispanics, and
stronger for English monolinguals than for Other-language dominant
bilingual. But for the medium SES Hispanic students, there is an
interaction effect in which the SES factor proves to be very important in

explaining reading achievement.

These interaction effects can further be shown by plotting the

figures in Table 8.3 in Figure 8.1 and 8.2. The slope of the lines in
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Figures 8.1 and 8.2 illustrate the interaction effect vividly. Comparing
:hese figures, re find that the slopes for the White students are steercs
than those for che Hispanic students, suggesting that SES has more ¢’ an
impect on White students than on Hispanic students. However, fr

Engl ish-dominant Hispanic bilingual students, the mediw:; SES and h' th SES

groups more readily convert their SES advantages into reading achi - :me' ¢

than do their English monolingual Hispanic peers. This sugges’ ~t for
high SES Hispanics, there may be educational advanti, .« being
bilingual.

The gaps betwesen the lines in Figure € ' ard 8.2 present the
differenzes of reading achievement scores between inglish-mrnolinguals
and Other-language dominant bilingual students, even . . che effect of
ethnicity and SES have been controlled. This gap shows the dissdvantages
te reading achievement facing language minority students; it is ebout 3
points on the reading achievement test for Hispanics and shout 10 points

for White lanquage minority students.

Further Analyses on the Reading Achievement Gap

To elaborate on this reading achievement gap concept, a different
statistical technique can be applied to the data. in the following
snalyses, we are interested in knowing how much the reading achievement

gep between English =onolingual and Other-lsnguage dominant bilingual
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students would be reduced if the effect of SES was removed? In other

words, what would be accomplished if we hypothetically eliminate the
language minority student's handicap with respect to the economic level
of the family, but their disadvantages with respect to language back-

ground and ethnicity remained intact.

It is inappropriate to use the incrcment of the variance explained
(RZ) to provide &nswers to the above question because of the ccrrelation
between socioeconomic status and language background (see Bowles & Lewis,
1971). Consequent'y, we rely on the statistical method generated by
Duncan (1969). The findings in Figure B.3 are a replication of Duncan's
method for removing the effect of SES fiom their compound effects with
language background.2 Figure 8.3 shows that removing the effects of SES
would hypothetically reduce the reading achievement gap by 3.9 points out

of a tota! of 15 points.

Furthermore, since we are now examining the white and Hispanic
students together, we can suppose that if we e!iminated the effects of
SES and ethnicity, how much more would the reading achizvement gap be
reduced? Such an intervention, accomplished hypothetically by simple
r:athemat ics, weuld further reduce the reading achievement gap by another

3 6 points.

Following the above logic, suppose a group of language minority
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students have the same SES and ethric status as their English monolingual
peers. The reading achievement gap between the two groups would be
reduced, but there would still be 7.5 points difference separating the
two groups. In other words, 7.5 points out of the original reading
achievement gap of 15 points, or 503 of the difference, are still

unexplained, even after we remove the effects of SES and ethnicity from

the regression equat.on.

Discussicn and Conclusions

This chapter initially asked whether language background or SES is
more important in explaining the reading achievement level of Hispanic
language minority students. Tre findings here reveal that both language
background and SES navz 2 substantial impact on reading achievement
scores. This is not surprising since the bilingual educatinn literature
has long argued that immersion of language minor ty children in a
language environment alien to their own language background will depress
their subsequent educational achievement. Moreover, socic.onical studies
suggest that children from a Jow socioeconomic background are deprived of
certair cultural advantages such as owning books, reading scientific

journals, or possessing @ calculator, which can promote educational

achievement.

Our analyses explore the interaction terms between language
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background, SEs, and ethnicity. The results support the notion that

since a majority of language minority students are from low SES and
Hispanic backgrounds, a confounding effect among these three variables
could exist. Consquently, it was found that SES had more of an impact on
white than on Hispanic students. This result supports Carter's (1970)
observation that the influence of family economic level is greater for
Anglo than for Mexican-American pupils. What this interesting result
suggests is that the major obstacle facing the reading achievement of
white students is their socioeconomic background, and raising the SES of
the white students may help them overcome their language handicaps (see,
for instance, Bernstein, 1961). But for Hispanic language minority
students, raising their SES background mey not improve their reading

schievement because they are faced with other obstacles besides low SES.

To further analyze the reading achievement gap between students who
are language minorities and those who are not, this chapter utilized
Duncan's regression method to remove the effects of SES and ethnicity.
It was found out that there was a reading achievement gap of 15 points
between the two groups. These 15 points were partly explained by the
unique contribution of the SES variable, while ~nother portion was
sttributed to the interactions among language, SES, and ethnicity. But
even when we removed the effects of SES and ethnicity, we had accounted
for only about 7.5 points (50%) of the original reading achievement gap

of 15 points. Therefore, the remaining unexplained 7.5 point difference
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has to be explained by language and other variables.

These findings can have two interpretations. First it points out
that disadvantages in reading achievement for language minority students
remains even when the effects of SES and ethnicity are controlled. Since
all students, including Hispanic language minority scudents, are entitlzd
to receive a8 quality educsation, it is important to provide programs that
specifically address their language needs in order to reduce the reading
achievement gap between lanquage minority students and non-language
minority students. As this chapter demonstraces, efforts which are
&irected only to raising the SES and ethnic status of Hispanic language
minor ity students will not provide an adequate solution to the problem;
it seems that the problems of Hispanic language minority students need to
be solved by programs that are specifically gesigned to eliminate their

="'t

language differences.

Second, it also points to the effect of SES on reading achievement.
The 15 point disadvantaged gap between language minorities and those who
are not are reduced to half when the effect of SES and ethnicity are
controlled. Our stress on the language factor in this paper should not
obscure the barriers caused by being in low socioeconomic status in
educational achievement. As such the next chapter will especially
address one crucial aspect of these barriers facing the low SES student,

namely, the impact of financial aid programs on the college-going
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behavior of Hispanic students.
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Table 8.1. Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlatlons*

Reading
Reading --
SES .222
Eng Dom .108
Other Dom -.205
SES.Eng 21
SES.oth 167
X 92
s.D. 18

SES
.248

.035
-.196
- .589

552
-.537

T

Eng Dom Oth Dom
.031 -.155
.082 -.060

-- -.276

-.693 --

R (1 322
455 -.656
462 .359
.h99 .h8o

SES .Eng

AN
678
. 204
-.056
=201
-.235
.5h8

SES.oth

.052
.338
-.001
.002
-.000
-.260
.529

X

105
137
419
.096
.087

s.D.

19

.728
493
294
.502
.2k6

*The coefficients for the White are in the upper diagonal, while those for the Hispanic are in the

. lower diagonal.
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. Table 8.2. The Regression Equations for Reading Score*

I. For White Students (RZ = 0.08)
Reading = 105.86 + 6.85 (SES) - 1.17 (ENG Dom) - 9.73 (OTH Dom)

-2.75 (SES.OTH) - 0.20 (SES.ENG)
English Monolinguals: Reading = 105.9 + 6.9 (SES)
English-Dominant Bilinguals: Reading = 104.7 + 6.7 (SES)
Other-Dominant Bilinguals: Reading = 96.1 + 4.1 (SES)

li. For Hispanic Students (RZ  0.09)

Reading = 97.80 + 3.21 (SES) + 0.51 (ENG DOM) - 8.96 (OTH LOM)
-1.26 (SES.OTH) + 4.07 (SES.ENG)

English Monolinguals: Reading = 97.8 + 3.2 (SES)

English-Dominant Bilinguals: Reading = 98.3 + 7.3 (SES)

Other-Dominant Bilinguals: Reading = 88.9 + 2.0 (SES)

#A11 the regression coefficients in this table are twice their
standard errors. Significance tests had been performed on both the
white and Hispanic groups. T.i3 was done by using the coefficients
from the weighted sample and using the degree of freedom from the
unweighted sample (see Coleman, 1981). It was found out that the

interaction terms (in SES.UTH, SES.ENG) were not significant at 0.01
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level for the whice group but were significant for the Hispanic group.



Table 8.3. Predicted Reading Test Scores from the Regression Eguation

White Hispanic
Other Other
Eng Eng Lang Eng Eng Lang
Mono Oom Dom Dl ference Mono Dom Dom Differsnce
(1) (2) (3) (8)=(1)-(3) (5) (6) (7 (8)=(5)-(7)

Socloeconomic stetust®
Nigh (9) 2.7 W13 100.2  (12.5) 100.0 105.6 90.8 (9.2)

Nedlum (10) 105.9 104.7 5%.) (9.8) 97.8 9.3 08.9 (8.9)
Low (1) 9.0 98.0 92.0 (7.0) 9h.6 91.0 6.9 (1.7

Bifference (12)=(9)=(11)  (13.7) (13.3) (8.2) -- (s.4) (13.6) (3.9) -

and a standard deviatlon of 1. The high,

e used a contlnuous SES variable which has a mean of 0
0, -1 to the SES varlable In the regresslion

medlum, low SES categorles are calculated by asslgning 1,
equation.
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Footnotes

Igecause of the suspected interaction terms between SES and
language status, it is inappropriate to examine the increment of R2 by
each variable entered into the regression equation as a measure of the
unique importance of that variable. As Bowles and Levin (1971)
explain, the shared portion of variance in achievement which could be
accounted for by either Xy or X will always be sttributed to that
verisble whi:h is entered into the regression equation first. In ttis
aspect, it is more appropriate to examine the regression coefficients
in the equation than to examine the sddition of the proportion of
variance.

2The computation of the figures are like this: for the English
monol ingual sample, compute the regression of reading scores on SES
only. Having computed the regression coefficients, substitute the
other language dominant bilingual means on the SES into the reyression
equation for English monolingual studente. This yields a calculated
velue of 100.8, shown as the second figure in the chart in Graph 3. In
effect, the question answered hy this calculation is this: suppose 2
selected group of English monolingual students have SES scores equal to
the average scores for all Other language bilingual students, what
would be our best estimate of their reading test score? The
calculation assumes that the remaining varisbles in the regression
operate in the feshion observed for English monolingual. Similarly,

the second calculation utilizes the English monol ingual regression of
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reading scores on SES and ethnicity; Other language dominant bilingual
means on these two variables are substituted into the Eaglish

monolingual equation to produce the estimate of 97.2 reading test ~core

in Figure 8.3.
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English Monolingusl

Prglish Dominant Bilingual

ther Dominant B{lingual

e — )

Low SES Medfum BES High SES

Figure B.1. Reading Test Scores of White students.
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English Dominant Bilingual

Reading
Teat
Scores

i00 ¢t English Monolingual

——-—————_—ﬂ'Othcr Dominent Bilingual
80 ¢

A J
Low SIS Medium SES Righ SES

) SO

Figure B.2. Reading Test Scores of Hispanic students.
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Mean Reading

104. 7]
Test Score
of English If the effect of SIS {» removed, the reading test score will
Monolingual L become 100.8.  ThereTore, SES has removed 3.9 points or 26%
Students of the reading test achievement gap.
100. 6
If the effect of both SES ané Ethnicity are removed, the
4 - =
reading test score will be 97.2. Therefore, after SES,
ethnicity has removed another 3.6 points or 243 of the
,) reading test achievement gap.
97.2 )
} The reading test schievement gep thet remains unexpleined
by SES and Ethnicity, which is equa! to 7.5 points or eng
of the original gap.
89.79 The Totsl length of the reading test gap is 15 points or 100%
A The regression equations for the above calculation sre as follows:
For English Mono, Reading=104.5 + 6.97 (SES)
. o " Reading=105.93 + 6.15 (SES) '—7.4k (Ethnic)

f - - — o— —

The Means for the substition are:
For English Mono, Reading=104.7, SES=0.04, Ethnic=0.20
for Other Lang Dominant Bilingual,

Reading=89.7, SES=-0.53, Ethnic=0.73

Figure B.3. How would the removal of the effects of SES and Ethnicity
reduce the reading test achievement gap betw.een English
Q Monolirigusl and Other-Languace Dominant Bilingual Students?
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Chapter 9: The Financing of College Education
by Hispanic Farents

Should Hispanic students receive financial sid to cover their
college education? Do present financial aid programs serve their needs?
What impact will finencial aid programs have on their college-going
behavi~r? These are three important questions that researchers need to
address in studying the financing of college education for Hispanic
students. Inevitably, the answers to the above questions are
controversial, for they involve the political issues of who should get

what, for how much, and in what ways.

Accessibility Perspective

In general, there are two perspectives which provide totally
different answers to the above Juestions. The first is called the
accessibility perspective; its proponents advocate free access to higher
education for any qualified student (Porter et al. 1973; Sewell, 1971;
Willingham, 1970). This perspective argues that economic factors, such
as high cost of tuition, should not be & hinderance for qualified
students, who are unable to afford college expenses, to enter higher
education. This perspective points out that the lack of strong financial

aid programs before the 1960s discouraged bright students from low




socioeconomic and ethnic minority status from continuing education beyond

high school, and led to the under-representation of disadvantaged
students in higher education. In order to reverse this trend of
under-representation, the accessibility perspective propuses the

increases of grants, low interest loans, and scholarships as financial

incentives to encourage the students from disadvantaged background to

apply and to enter college.

The accessibility perspective was very p>pular in the late 1960s,
during the height of student protests and the civil rights movements and
exerted a strong impact impact on policy: the smount and the scope of
financial aid available to disadvantaged students increased significantly
(Cohn, 1979). However, by the early 1980s, in the midst of economic
recession and budget cutting, @ new perspective on financisl aid has

begun to emerge to shape the educational policies of this country.

Self-help Perspective

This emergent paradigm can be nsmed as the self-help perspective
(see the reports of Mirga, 1983, Magallan, 1983). As a reaction to the
sccessiblity perspective, this new view argues that, over the past
decade, parents have relied too heavily on the federal government to
provide financial assistance for college costs. The self-help

perspective aims to restore parents and students to the primary role of
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meeting the responsibility for postsecondary educational cost. This
perspective proposes a plan to transform all the previous grant programs
(e.g., Pell Grants, Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grants, and
State Student Incentive Grants) into one self-help program in which a
student would be required to provide & mininium of 40%, or a mininium of
$800, of their educational expenses before a grant would be awarded. In
order to encourage parent to prepare financially for their children's
college expenses, this perspective also proposes tax-free college savings

sccounts and tuition tax credits.

The emergent self-help perspective has received a negative reaction
from proponents of the accessbility perspective. Goldman (1983) reported

in the Los Angeles Times that some college administrators fear that the

specter of a 403 barrier will prove insurmountable for many of the poor:
Administrators do not see how the students can come up with 402 of the

self-help funds. Similiarly, Magallan (1983), in the Newsletter of the

National Chicano Council on Higher Education, suggested that the slow

federal financial aid saueeze has increased student anxiety, caused

students to switch to lower-cost institutions, and pushed them out of

school altogether.

Despite the often-heated debate between proponents of the two
perspectives, the controversial issue; surrounding financial aids are

still largely unsettled. There is a lack of social scientific study of



the process by which minority parents snd students firance college
education. As a result of the shortage of reliable analyses, the
proponents of the two perspectives tend to tailk past one another and
appeal to ideological grounds instead of to scientific analyses. This
lack of informed judgement is unfortunate because many issues surrounding
financial aid are empirical rather than political and thus can be

examined by scientific survey research methods.

Issues Related to Financial Aids

The purpose of this chapter is to fill such a gap. Using & national
deta set which contains rich information on financing college education,
this chapter examines three crucial issues that are bones of contention

between the accessability and the self-help perspectives.

Affordability. The First issue relates to affordability. Can

minority parents and students afford college education without financial
aids? The accessibility perspective assumes disadvantaged social groups
cannot afford paying coliege, pointing out that college expenses are too
high & burden for chem to bear. On the other hand, the self-help
perspective argues that going to college is a rational decision that
parents and students have to make. Beyond that basic decision they must

choose between investing their resources in human capital (college

education) or in other opportunities (business, home, leisure). The




self-help perspective 8ssumes that parents and students have enough
resources to finance a college education. What is at issue, then, is
whether the parents are willing to make the financial sacrifice to send
their children to college instead of making other investments. Although
considerable discussion has addressed this affordability issue, little
empirical research has been done to study whether disadvantaged socisl

groups can afford college education or rot.

Relevance. The second issue relates to relevance of financial aid
programs in meeting the needs of parents and students. The self-h-1p
perspective suggests that parents and students have relied too heavily on
assistance from financial aid programs, whereas, the accessibility
perspective argues that present financia} aid programs are toc limited in
serving needy parents and students. It is impoitant to study the
proportion of minorities who rely on financial aid to cover college
experses; we can determine how mino ity parents and students applied for
financial aids; what percentage of those who spplied received aid; and ,
for those who received aid, how mich they recieved. Given such
information regarding relisnce on financial aid programs, we can further
study whether minority parents are femiliar with the various aid
programs, how do parents obtain their knowledge of financial aids, ..d
what problems they perceive in applying for financial afds. This line of

investigation will shed light on whether existing programs meet the needs

of minority parents and students.




Impacts. The final issue relates to potential impact of the
self-help program. The accessibility perspective asserts that the
self-help program will scarce minority students away from college,
wheress the self-help perspective argues that the new aid program will
increase parental incentiva to prepare financially to send their children
to college. Since the self-help program is still in its formative
stages, it is difficult to directly study its impact on college-going
behavior. However, we may detect its possible impact by studying the
following two types of parents: (1) For those minority parents whose
;hildren did not enter college after high school graduation, we can
investigate why their children did not go on to college. If the high
cost of college tuition is the reason given for not continuing in higher
education, then it may be inferred that financial factors are critical.
The proposed self-help program might serve to defer minority parents from
sending their children to college. |f other reasons are given for not
going to college, then it money may not be a factor at all and the
self-help program would have no effect on college-going behavior. (2)
For those minority parents who now have children in college, we can
investigate whether college expenses, availability of aids, possibility
of 1llving at home while attending coliege, etc., were Iimportant
considerations In choosing a particular college for their children.
Importance of those factors suggests that the college-going behavior of

minority student may be strongly influenced by financial considerations;
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and the cutting back of financial aid programs might deter the minority

parents from sending their children to college. If these factors were

not important, then financial considerations may not be crucial to the
selection of a a particular college; and the self-help program may have

little negative impact on college-going behavior.

In examining the sbove three issues of affordability, relevance, and
impact, it is useful to have a national data set which provides rich

information on financial aid matters. The High School and Beyond data

set is appropriate for this purpose.

The High Schoo! and Beyond Data Set

Funded by the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), the
High School and Beyond (HS6B) data set was the first wave of a national
lorgitudinal study of cohorts of high school students in the United
States in 1980. The HSEB project design included a highly stratified
national probability sample of over 11,000 high schools with36 seniors
and 36 sophomores per school. In those schools with fewer than 36
seniors or sophomores, all eligible students were included in the saple.
Cooperation from both schools and students was excellent. The overall
response rate for schools was 913 and for students, 84%. Over 30,000
sophomores and 28,000 seniors enrolled in 1,015 public and private high

schools across the nation participated in this study. The HS&B sample




represents the nation's 10th and 12 grade populations, totaling about 3.8
million sophomores and 3 million seniors in more than 21,000 schools in

spring, 1980 (Peng et al., 1981; NORC, 1980; S0, 1982).

In order to collect data from as many different sources as possible,
the HSEB project distributed severa. sets of questionnaires to various
individuals such as students, parents, teachers, and school
sdministrators. This chapter focuses on the parent questionaire which
includes detailed information on family financial background ( NORC,

1981).

The sample of parents was selected in two stages. At stage one, a
systematic subsample of cooperating schools was selected. At stage two,
a subset of cooperating students was selected within stage-one schools;
their parents were then contacted for an interview. Because of phone
contact the follow up procedures, a completion rate of 92% for sophomores
and 903 for seniors was attained. After the data collection phase was
completed, design weights were sppended to the data. The parents'
weights were designed to : (1) compensate for varying student selection
probabilities; (2) compensate for differential cooperation rates among
parents across schools within grade; (3) project the parent sample to the
national universe from which It was selected. The numbers reported in

this chapter are based on the weighted estimates.
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In the parent file, there are 612 Hispanic and 4,612 Anglo fathers
and mothers, projecting to a national population of about 0.3 million
Hispanic parents and 4.9 million Anglo parents. A majority of Hispanic
parents in this file are from Spanish speaking backgrounds: About 42
live in & Spanish monolingual home, 36% live in a home in which Spanish
is the usual language, 48% live i.. an English home where Spanish is also
spoken, and only 128 live in an English monolingual home. In contrast,
aithough a few Anglo parents speak a language other than English at home,
99.9% usually speak English at home. Thus we are comparing a group of
Anglo-English speaking parents to a group of Hispanic language minority

parents.

There are also important differences in socioeconomic status between
the Anglo and Hispanic groups. The Hispanic parents are at the lower end
of SES. About two-thirds of the Hispanic parents have a high school
education or below, and the same percentage work in manual occupations or
sre unemployed. In contrast, over one-third of the Anglo fathers are
employed in professional occupations and almost half of the Anglo mothers
work as clcrical and sales workers. Given these differences in
socioeconomc status, we might expect different patterns of financing
college education by Hispanic and Anglo parents. This chapter focuses on

the financing of college education by these two ethnic groups only.

What makes the HSEB data set particularly useful for our purpose is
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its rich information on family income and famiiy financing col lege

education. Indeed, with respect to the issue of atfordability, it is
imperative to measure the family financial situation accurately Iin order
to determine whether parents can pay for a coliege education for their
children. It is exactly in this area, however, that researchers usually
encounter difficulties because of the problem of obtaining reliable
information on family finance. The literature usually asks a student the
following question: '"How much money did your family make last year?" The
answer to this question is hardly rellable because a student seldom knows
accurately how much money kis family makes in a year. in this respect,
the parent file of the HStB data sei makes & novel contribution by
including data not only on wages, salary, commissions or tips from all
jobs for all the earners in thz family, but also asks specific questions
on dividends, interests, trust funds, rent, social security, pensions,
unemployment benefits, inheritances, child support payments, alimony,
aids to families with dependent children, supplemental security income,
financial help from relatives, income from roomers or boarders and other
incomes. We can create a variable called "family income'' by summing up
the responses to all the above questions. In sddition, the parent file
includes numeroivs questions on checking account balances, saving accounts
balances or shares, investment in U.S. government saving bonds, stocks,
marketable securities, principal paid off to date on land and rea.
estate, and value of businesses. An igsset' variable can be created by

summing "p the responses to the above questions. Similiarly, a 'debt"

- 218 -




variable can be computed by adding together the responses to the
following items: the amount still owed on land and real estate; livestock
and farm equipment; suto loans; business; debts on personal property such
as unpaid balances on furniture; other credit accounts; amount owed for
medical or dental care; amount owed to friends and relatives; and other
personal debts such as finance company losns; bank loans; credit union
loans, etc. These three new varisbles == family income, assets, and

debts -- provide us good measures of family finances.

The HSEB data set also provides an estimate of college expenses.
Since the American image of a college student is one who goes to a four
year college while living away from home, we can ask those parents who
have a chiid who conforms to this image how much have they spent on their
children's schooling and living expenses. While it is likely that
uition and 1iving expenses vary from one state to another and from one
college to another, the median expenses forschooling and living reported
by this group of parents should provide a general estimate of how much
money is needed to support a child studying in a four year college while

living away from home.

These two estimates of family financial situations and college
expenses enable us tu address the question of whether Hispanic parents

can a*ford sending their children to college.




The Issuc of Affordability

Teble 9.1 presents the findings related to the issue of
sffordability. The Hispani 1, in general, have low earning power. About
s quarter of Hispanic parents earns an annual wage of $6,000 or less.
About a quarter of Hispanic family income is $9,000 or less, which is
close to the poverty line for a famiiy of four in 1380. The median wage
and the median family income of Hispanics are both $15,000. These
figures are much lower than the median wage income and the median family
income of the whites, which is $23,000 and $27,000 respactively. In

sddition, the Hispanic parents not only have fewer assets than white

parents ($800 versus $9,000), but also have more dependents (3) than thar

the white parents (2.5).

While Hispanic parents earn much lzss than white parents, Hispanic
children's college and living expenses are close to that of white
children. For a Hispanic youth attending a four year college while
living outside home, median school expenses are $1,800 and his median
living expenses are another $2,300 -- leading to median total expenses of
$5,100. Corresponding figures for white students are $2,200 for median
school expenses, $2,500 for median living expenses, and $5,900 for median

total expenses.

Our findings show that Hispanic parents earn a median family income
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of $15,000 but have to pay $5,100 for sending just one child to college.

Our findings, therefore, support the accessibility perspective assertion
that Hispanic parents cannot afford to send their children to college
without financial aid. Indeed, with such high college expenses, even

white parents may find it difficult to send their children to college.

The figures presented at the bottom of Tabie 5.1 iend further
support to the above findings. Only 15 percent of Hispanic parents and
28 percent of white parents indicated that they cean pay for their
children's further education without outside finance. In addition, 77
percent of Hispanic parents and 62 percent of white parents indicated
that their family incomes are not too high for financial aid. With this
high percentage of parents eligible for financial aids, it is important
to study how these parents make use of aid programs td finance their

children through college.

The Issue of Relevance

Table 9.2 presents figures related to the degree of dependency on
financial aid. Although over three-fourths of Hispanic parents are
eligible for financial aid, only 4B percent of them actually applied. Of
those Hispanic parentis who applied, only 63 percent received aid.

Therefore, only 30 percent (.48 x .63) of Hispanic parents who are

eligible of financial aid programs. The average amount of financial aid




received is $1,600, or about 46 percent of total college expenses. Table
9.2 also presents figures for different income levels within groups the
Hispanic sample. The application rate for aid is more or less the same
across the three income levels in the Hispanic group, but the high income
level Hispanic group is much less likely to receive aid than the med ium

and the low income level Hispanic groups.

The rate of dependency on aid is even less for the white parents.
Although almost two-thirds of the white parents are eligible for
financial aid, only 38 percent applied for assistance. Cf the percentage
who applied, only only 69 percent received aid. Therefc-e, only 26
percent (.38 x .69) of white parents are actually beneficiarics of
finanical aid programs. The average awerd for white students is $1,800,
or about about 43 percent of total college expenses. As was found for
Hispanic students, high income white students have the sume application
rate as low income white students; but the high income white students are

less likely to recieve aid.

The abov: findings do not support the self-help perspective's
assertion that parents rely too much on financial aids for support.
Instead, findings points out that less than one-third of Hispanic or
Anglo parents are beneficiaries of aid program. Further, for those who
are awarded aid, funding covers less than half of total college

expenses. Given such low utilization of and dependency on financial aid




programs, it becomes necessary to examine why the finanical aid programs

are not sensitive to the needs of the parents.

Knowledge of aid programs sheds some light on tih.s low usage
phenomenon. For Hispenic parents, 54 percent do not know about Basic
Education Opportunity Grants; 69 percent do not know about Supplement
Education Opportunity Grants; 72 percent do not know about Direct Student
Loan Programs; 63 percent do not know about Guarantee Student Loans; and
the same 63 percent do not know about College Work Study Programs. This
high percentage of parents who lack of knowledge about financial aid

Brograms is observed unifermly across all three Hispanic income levels.

While this lack of knowledge of finanical aid programs is also noted
for the white psrents, there are two striking differences between the
Hispanic and white parents. (1) The Hispanic parents tended to seek
information sbout sources of aid less than the white parents (28% versus
453). For those Hispanic parents who sought information about aid
programs, only two-thirds (66%) of them approached formal channels such
as counselors, college representatives, and bank loan officers. Alittle
calculation (.28 x .66) shows that only 19 percent of Hispanic parents
utilized formal channels. (2) Hispsnic parents have perceived more
problems in applying for financial &id than white parents. Sixty-one
percent of Hisranic parents report that ethnic groups have difficulty in

getting ald >nd there is too much paper work in aspplying for aid. In
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sddition, 54 percent of Hispanic 'arents have not been able to get
information on financial aid. The figures for Hispanic parents are

slmost two times higher than that those for white parents.

The sbove findings point to lack of knowledge about aid programs and
perceived difficulties in applying for aid as factors leading to the low
utilization of financial aid programs among the Hispanic parents. These
findings support the accessibility perspective's assertion that the
present finanical aid programs are not sensitive to the needs of <:he
Hispanic parents and have prevented them from fully utilizing the program
benefits. |f this is the case, it would be interesting to study the
possible impact of the cutting back of financing aid programs. |In other
words, would the proposed self-help programs deter minority parents away
sending their children to college? We shall discuss this impact issue in

the next section.

The Issue of Impact

Table 9.3 provides figures related to the potential impact of the
self-help program. Half of the Hispanic parents whose children did not
enter higher education indicated lack of money as a reason for not
continuing educstion beyond high school. For low income Hispanic
parents, the two figures are higher: 59 percent indicated lack of money

as a deterrent to sending their children to college. These high
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percentages suggest that if Hispanic parents had enough firancial

resources, half of them who did not send their children to college might

start doing so.

Another way to detect the potential impact of the self-help program
is to select those Hispanic parents who have a child in higher education
(vocational school, 2 and 4 year college) and examine the ways in which
they finance their children's higher education. It is found that 58
percent of Hispanic parents reply that college expenses are very
important consideration in choosing a college, and this figure has risen
to 76 percent for low income Hispanic parents. Moreover, 54 percent of
Hispanic parents reply that the availability of aids is very important,

and this figure is also higher for low income Hispanic parents (70%).

Table 9.3 also presents information on how the Hispanic parents cope
with the high cost of college expenses. For those Hispanic parents who
have children in higher education, 55 percent of their children are in 2
year college or vocational school. In addition, Hispanic parents tried
to cut down the cost by choosing public college (82%) instead of private
college, and choosing a college in this state (94%) instead of outside
state. About six out of ten Hispanic parents answer ‘'‘very important'' to
the question living at home while attending college. Taken a whole,
these figures suggest that the lack of financisl resources have already

limiting the rhoice of higher education to junior public colleges that
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are close to home. Further cutting of financial aid programs might, as
the accessibility perspective argues, frighten Hispanic parents away from

even the junior colleges and vocational school.

Conclusion and Discussion

This chapter presented two contrasting perspectives on the financing
of college education, with particular respect to Hispanics. The
accessibility perspective argues for free access to college education for
any bright student, without hinderance of economic considerations. The
;elf-help perspective tries to shift the main responsibility for
financing college educaticn from the federal government to the parents
and students. This chapter examined empirically the controversial issues
surrounding these two perspectives. Issues discussed were Hispanic
parent's ability to afford a college education for their children, the
relevance of present financial aid programs in meeting the needs of
Hispanic parents, and the possible impact of the self-help program on
future college-going behavior. Using the nationai longitudinal data in
the parent file of the High School and Beyond data set, our findings
support many assertions of the accessibility perspective: The median
family income of Hispanic parents is too low to send a child to college
without financial aid; present financial aid programs are not sensitive
to the needs of Hispanic parents; and cutting back of aid programs mizht

deter Hispanic parents and students from higher education.
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The above findings have important policy implications. Not only do
they document the fact that financial aid programs are vitally important
for Hispanic parents to provide their chilcren with higher education,
they also point to certain reforms that can increase the sensitivity of
the present aid programs to the needs of Hispanic parents. Our findings
reveal that the two main barriers facing the Hispanic parents are their
lack of knowledge of the aid packages and their perceived problem in
applying for aid. To deal with these two barriers, it is necessary to
strengthen the communication network between the H{spanic parents and the
formal channels which transmit the knowledge of aids (e.g. counselers,
college representatives). in this respect, it may be useful for the
schools to hold annual meetings for Hispanic parents to explain the kinds
of financial aid programs available. It would also be useful if
financial aid counselors in high schools would supply financial aid
application forms and help Hispanic parents and students to fill them
out. It seems that unless the scheols are actively presenting financial
aid programs to Hispanic parsnts, Hispanic parents' use of financial aid
will be low, and the underpresentation of Hispanic students in higher

education will likely be continued.

With this discussion on financia) aid programs, this book has come
to sn end. In the next chapter, we shall provide a summary of all the

issues discussed in this book and spell out the contribution of our
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findings to the understanding of Hispanic education.




Table 9.1. The Issue of Affordability

Variables Hispanic White
Family Financial Situation in S
Wage: low quarter 6,000 17,000
median 15,000 23,000
high quarter 22,000 35,000
Other income: low quarter 100 500
median 300 2,000
high quarter 2,000 4,000
Family Income (Wage ¢ Otherwise)
Jow quarter 9,000 20,000
median 15,000 27,000
high quarter 24,000 38,000
Assetls median 800 9,000
Debts median -3,000 -4 ,000
Number of dependents (3.0) (2.5)
College Expenses in$
(Estimated from the median expenses of
students attending @ 4-year college
and living outside home):
Schoo! expenses 1,800 2,200
Living expenses 2,300 2,500
Tota! expenses (school ¢ living) 5,100 5,900
Other Answers
We can pay for ehildren's further education
without outside finance (2 true) (15%) (28%)
Family income too high for financial aids
(% false) (772) (62%)
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Table 9.2. The Issue of Relevancy
Hispanic 4 wWhite
ALl lncome ALY tacome
Groups Low Median High Groups Low Median High
Dependency on financlal Ald?
1 Applying lor ale o8 & 46 5h 38 &0 82 36
for those who spply for ald, % receive aid 63 n 79 3 69 84 75 63
for those who recelve ald % of ald to total
enpenses (nedian) 46 6 (19 * (3 ) 66 4 40
nedian of aids received (in $) $1,600 $1,400 52,300 * $1,800 $1,800 $4,800 $1,800
Wnowledge of Financlal Ald Programs
3 Knowing nothing of Sasic Education Opportunity Grant Sk 50 55 59 11 5i S? 54
Supplemental Education Opportunity Grant (Y] 68 6?7 72 68 69 69 (Y}
pialact Student Loan Program 2] 7 2] 70 62 69 67 57
Graduate Student Loan 53 6h 65 60 53 67 60 [}
College Work Study Program 63 63 60 ¥ 52 59 58 L))
Seehing Rnowle of Ald Programs
Tolk or read about sources of ald programs (3 YES) 28 2) 28 » (19 51 ] ] (V)
for those who talk or read alds:
! 3 talk to formal channels (counselor, college
‘9.) reprasentative, loan officer) 66 55 8) 68 n n 7 7
~(6' ttalk informally to parents A9 49 35 6 65 55 59 70
! Perceived Problen of Getting Ald
Ethnic group has difficulty (3 true) '] 63 58 6l » 3 36 38
Too much paper work (3 trus) 61 63 58 6\ » 35 36 ]}
Haven’t been able to get information or ald (3 YES) 54 7 54 50 1] 35 1] n
o *Joo little cases in this category.
3
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Table 9.3. The lssue of Impacts
Hispanic white .
All 1ncome All income ‘
Groups Low Median High Groups Low Median High
Select those parents whose children do not gz beyond high school
Reason nnil contivue: 3 give reason as lacking money 50 €9 8 &6 32 &8 36 2)
L)) 66 L} ] 25 27 &2 3 18

T answer don'l 3se SNy reason of getting enough money

Select parents whose children are in vocational school
] Y 7 colicm. ) year co”c”

% reply college expense, very lmportant
8 reply available of aid, very important
% choose 2 year college or vocational school

t choose public college
% choose college in this state

3 live at home while atiunding college, very important
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Chapter 10: Conclusion

Using the rich information contained in the student file, the
langusge file, the parent file, the school file, and the teacher file of
the national High School and Beyond data set, this book examines some of

the critical issues in Hispanic education over the past two decades.

What do the findings reported in this book suggest? Will our three
sudiences -- Hispanics, policy-makers, academicians -- find this book
worthwhile? What is the contribution of this book to our understanding of

the conditions of education for Hispanics? What are the policy

implications of our findings?

in general, our findings fail to support the cultural deprivation
per-pective. That perspective suggests that deficienies in Hispanic
culture cause academic failure, and therefore a Hispanic student must be
stripped of his/her ethnic identity in order to do well in school and be
successful in the American society. Our findings, in Chapter 3, however,
suggest no conflict among Hispanic group identity, educational
schievement, and the middle class orientation. Instead, we find out that
a high-achieving Hispanic student is one who retezins ethnic identity
while at the ssme time orients to middle class norms. Our findings in

Chapter 4 also contradict the deprivation perspective's sssertion that
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Hispanic parents do not show any interest in their children's education.
We find that Hispanic parents have high aspirations for their children,
as compared to the parent pojulation in the American society and as
compared to their own educational background. Therefore, our findings in
Chapters 3 and 4 question the deprivation assertion that Hispanic culture
and Hispanic parents are responsible for low ecducational achievement of

Hispanic children.

If this is so, what does account for educationa’ failure? Taken as
) whole, our findings tend to support the explanation proposed by the
structural perspective. As shown in Chapter 5, dezpite the improvement
of barrio schools in finance, physical equipment, and teacher’'s technical
qualifications, the barrio schools still provide a negative social
environment which may inhibit student learning and increase the student's
tendency to cut class and drop out of school. Our findings in Chapter 6
suggest thz* Anglo teachers tend to treat Anglo students more favorably
than Hispanic students, and this differential teacher treatment can have
8 negative impact on student's col lege expectation. Consequently, our
findings suggest that the American educational institutions and personnel
provide a barrier to qualify education for Hispanic children.

How then can we improve the conditions of education for Hispanics?
Part IV of this book addresses the some issues raised in the early 1980s
related to from this point. Our findings suggest that both language

minority background and socioeconomic status are factors important to
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Hispanic educational achievement; we have therefore zeroed in on the
relevance of bilingual education and financial aid programs. We find
that those limited English speaking students in mixed language classrooms
perform better in reading and math achievement than their peers with
similiar background in both predominantely English and Spanish
classrooms, suggests that mixed-medium classrooms serve a compensatory
function for Hispanic chidren. Further, our findings on financial issues
suggest that aid programs are vitally important for Hispanic parents to
provide their children with higher education. The median family income
of Hispanic parents is too low to send a child to college without
financial aid, present financial aid programs are not sensitive to the
needs of Hispanic parents, and the cutting back of aid programs might

deter Hispanic parents and students from higher education.

We hope the Hispanic public will find this book worthwhile and will
be gratified if a Hispanic student or parent finds the issues raised
interesting and important. Most of the studies from the High School and
Beyond data set tend to be highly technical and might appeal only to
academicians. We have gried to presnet information in @ non-technical
way, in the hope that a non-statistically oriented Hispanic audience will
persevere through the technical part and benefit frow the discussion and

conclusions.

We hope tist policy-mekers will see that efforts to improve

- 237 -

£53




Hispanic education should be directed toward recruiting Hispanic
teachers. enhancing teacher commitment to teaching, reforming teacher's
sttitudes toward Hispanic students, instituting a culturally relevant
curriculum, strengthening bilingual language o instruction, increasing
financial aids to needy students, and improving the communication network
between the schools and the parents to encourage application to financia

aid programs. This book suggests that Hispanic parents have hicn
educational aspirations for their children and are eager for their
children to have higher education. What is needed most in the 1980s Is
another reformation of Hispanic education that matches the -high

aspirations of the Hispanic population.

To the academicians, this book contributes by formulating new
concepts and theories to clarify the Issues relating to Hispanic
education. We formulate the multiple reference group concept to examine
the issue whether it is necessary to forsake one's ethnic identity in
order to adopt the middle class norms. We not only spell out the
phenomenon of high aspiration level for Hispanic parents but also examine
the process of developing the high aspiration level as well as the social
factors influencing it. We delineate the faulty barrio school thesis and
point to the complexity of studying the barrio schools by outlining three
types of high density Hispanic schools. We also explore the neglected
issues in teacher-student study by raising the issue of the rocess of

good labeling and the effectiveness of Hispanic teacher typing on
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Hispanic students. We also cuntrast the accessibilty perpective with the
self-he!p perspective in bringing out their similiarities and differences
in the issue of financing college education by Hispanic parents. On
methodoiogical grounds, we contribute by wusing multiple regression
snalysis to study the relative impact of socioeconomic status and
language minority background as well as the impact of language of

instruction on educational achievement.

Finally, it seems appropriate to end this book by quoting an old
sociological saying that ''a way of seeing is 3 way of not seeing."
Although we believe the High School and Beyond data set so far contains
the best infcrmaiton relating to Hispanic education, we still want to
caution the reader about the potsible constraints of this data set on our
snalyses. In our discussion of the various data files in each chapter,
we suggest that the data set fails to include those Hispanic students
that dropped out before grade 10, absent on the Survey day, and thus any
truly Spanish monolingual students. Other limitations may be the result
of the quantitative method itself. it is well known that survey
questionaires cannot tape responses at a ""deeper! level, such B8s
teacher-student interactions., nor can a one-shot survey examines the
historical process of how teacher labeling originates, develops, and
exerts its impact on Hispanic student achievement. We cdo not think we
should hide the above limitations imposed on our analyses because they

may limit the generalizaton of our findings or may even invalidate our
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conclusions. However, this book has fullfil another goal if it serves to
arouse the readers their interests on these crucial issues facing
Hispanic education by embarking their own researches to challienge our

findings. After all, science advances by criticisms and controversies,

not by confirmation and hiding of issues.
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